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ABSTRACT 

A guide for analyzing the effects of the current 
student aid delivery system and for estimating the effects of system 
alternatives is presented. Attention is directed to measures, data 
sources, and analysis methods needed to evaluate the effects of each 
delivery system activity on the various participants (e.g., lenders, 
financial aid applicantS;r government, colleges). Because of a lack of 
data on the effects of the system at the activity level, baseline 
effects at an aggregate level were estimated and case study data were 
analyzed. For the Pell Grant program. Guaranteed Student Loan 
program, and campus-based aid, a chart lists activities that are part 
of the following delivery subsystems: pre-application , rpplication, 
student eligibility determination, student benefit calculation, fund 
disbursement, and account reconciliation. Extensive tables for each 
of the three aid programs outline for each activity effects (e.g., 
administrative costs), measures, data sources, and analysis measures. 
Information on the methodology for evaluating the effects of the 
delivery system is included. Appended materials include a description 
of the data sources and a glossary, (SW) 
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PREFACE 



The Office of Student Financial Assistance (05FA) of the Department of 
Education (ED) has contracted with Advanced Technology, Inc. of McLean, Virginia, 
and its subcontractor, Westat, Inc. of Rockville, Maryland, to conduct a three-year 
quality control project (Contract No- 300-80-0952). The project focuses on tte Pell 
Grant Program, the second largest of the student aid programs. The objective of 
Stage Two, Part Three, is to assess the effects of delivery system alternatives 
identified by OSFA and the ED Credit Management Task Force. The reports 
completed to date under Stage Two, Part Three, are: 



"Evaluation of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: An Organizational 
Strategy," October 15, 19S2 

"Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: A Context Paper," 
November 29, 1982 

"Delivery System Assessment TasW; Briefing for the Credit Management Task 
Force," November 29, 1982 

"Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: The Preliminary Model," 
December 1982 

"Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: Analysis Plan," January 
1983 

"Delivery System Assessment Task: Technical Advisory Panel Briefing," January 20, 
1983 

"Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: Preliminary Specifica- 
tion of the Current System with Program Antecedents," January 1 983 

"Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: The General Assessment 
Model," March 1983 

"Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: Analytic Agenda for the 
Current System," March 1 983 
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SECTION I 
BACKGROUND 

The analytic agenda defines measures, identifies potential data sources, and 
describes possible analysis nnethods for the activities and effects of the current 
student aid delivery system. It follows logically from the preliminary specification 
("Assessment of Alternative StiHient Aid Delivery Systems: Preliminary Specifi- 
cation of the Current System") and the general assessment model ("Assessment of 
Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: The General Assessment Model") and 
provides a guide for analyzing the effects of the current deUvery system. Taken 
together, the preliminary specification, general assessment model, and analytic 
agenda form the framework for evaluating alternative student aid delivery systems. 

The U.S. Department of Educati(m (ED) is currently considering alternatives to 
the present system for delivering student financial aid. To assist in this procedure, 
the Delivery System Assessment Task has been designed to develop an analytic 
model capable of evaluating the effects of the current delivery system and to assess 
the likely differential effects of proposed alternative delivery systems. As stated in 
"Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: The Preliminary Model," 
the current delivery system is the baseline against which any alternative must be 
compared, and therefore, any realistic attempt to develop a model to assess 
alternative delivery systems must be predicated on a thorough evaluation of the 
delivery system as it presently exists- 

Eight steps were identified as being required for the evaluation of the current 
system, which serves as the basis for the analytic model to assess alternative 
delivery systems. These steps are: 

• Step 1: Specify the current delivery system in the form of input- 

process-output (IPO) chains- 

• Step 2: Develop independently a detailed list of program features for 

each program. 

• Step 3: Determine which program features influence each delivery 

system activity. 
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• Step^t Determine the intervening variables that are relevant to each 

delivery system activity. 

• Step 5t Determine which effects are influenced by each delivery 

system activity. 

• Step 6s Develop measures for . each effect at each delivery system 

activity. 

• Step 7: Find existing da; 2 or develop new data sources for each 

measure. 

• Step 8: Develop methods of analysis for each effect at each activity 

step. 

An initial attempt at accomplishing the first three steps in the process was 
contained in "Assessment ^f Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: Preliminary 
Specification of the Current System with Program Antecedents." This ckscument 
developed a detailed specification of the current delivery system. It was divided 
into three components, one each for the Pell, Campus-Based, and Guaranteed 
Student Loan (GSL) programs. Each of the three delivery system components was 
divided into six common subsystems (pre-application, student application, student 
eligibility determination, student benefit calculation, funds disbursement, and 
account reconciliation). The specification also identified the activities taking place 
within each program subsystem. The activities differed for each of the programs. 
For each activity, the program features and inputs, i>rocesses, and outputs relating 
to this activity were then described as accurately as possible given readily available 
documentation. 

The specification report represented a preliminary attempt to describe, in 
detail, the steps and processes in the current delivery system. Because the level of 
detail included in the specification went beyond the documentation readily 
available, the specification might have contained certain inaccuracies. To correct 
these deficiencies, interviews are currently being conducted with ED personnel and 
the information obtained will be used to refine the specification. While this may 
entail changing certain program features or inputs, processes, and outputs 
associated with the activities, the basic list of activities is not iikeiy to change 
substantially. The specification document was used as the basis for development of 
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the analytic model withotrt fear that later refinements in the specification will 
necessitate major revisions in future work. 

The identification of intervening variaJJles and effects for each delivery 
system activity (steps four and five in the process of developing the analytic model) 
is ccxitained in the report, **A8sessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery 
Systems: The General Assessment Model.** For each activity listed in the 
specification document, a determination of the effects by delivery system partici- 
pant (e.g., applicant/family, lender, institution, etc.) of that activity was 
accomplished. Factors outside Federal control (intervening variables) which impact 
these effects were also listed. By linking effects and intervening variables with 
activities, the general assessment model fH-ovides the methodology for identifying 
the impact of boHi the current and alternative delivery systems on the major 
partlci{>ants in tiie delivery system. 

The analytic agendi* represents the completion of the last three steps (steps 
six, seven, and eight) in the process r«cessary to develop the analytic model. These 
steps, constituting what is being called the analytic agenda for the current system, 
define measures, list possible data sources, and describe potential analysis methods 
necessary for evaluating the effects of each delivery system activity on the various 
participants as identified in the general assessment model. Figure l-l is a 
schematic representation of how the specification ctocument, general assessment 
model, and analytic agenda in combinatim provide a framework for analyzing the 
effects of the cuirent delivery system and estimating the likely effects of system 
changes. 

The analytic ag«ida has two major uses. Thw; first is to provide a detailed 
guide for the development of baseline estimates of the effects of the current 
delivery system. Using the measures, data sources, and analy&is methods identified 
in the analytic agenda as a guide, it is possible to estimate the major effects of the 
delivery system and related delivery system activities. The analytic agenda 
proposes quantitative measures whenever sufficient data is available. Qualitative 
measures are suggested when data cannot be obtained to make a quantitative 
estimation. 
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The second purpose of the analytic agenda is to identify methods for 
estimating the differential effects of delivery system alternatives. Weally, this 
type of analysis would wait until the specification of possible alternative delivery 
systems had been completed; however, given the timeframe governing this project,* 
that was not possible. Therefore, the analytic agenda, whenever feasible, includes 
methods for estimating the marginal effect of changing deUvery system activities. 
Thus, if a proposal for an alternative delivery system requires changing a given 
feature of the current deUvery system, the analytic agenda can be used to identify 
analyses that can be used to estimate the differential effects of the proposed 
c±ange. 

In summary, the purpose of the analytic agenda is to provide a detailed guide 
for analyzing the effects of the current student delivery system and to estimate the 
effects of delivery system alternatives. The remainder of the report descriises the 
analytic agenda. Section 2 details tt» metiiodology used in deriving the analytic 
agenda. Section 3 explains how the agenda will be used to determine baseline 
effects of the current system. Section ^ lists possible options for carrying out more 
detailed analyses of delivery system effects. Section 5 presents the analytic 
agenda. 
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SECTION 2 
METHODOLOGY 



The production of the analytic agenda required making a number of subjective 
judgments concerning various aspects of the <tocument. To the extent possible, 
decision rules were developed to assist in making those determinations. This section 
presents the rules and methods used to develop the analytic agenda. 

Specification of Cff^ts 

The logic used to identify effects for the analytic agenda differs from that used to 
develop the general model. The analytic agenda developed a strategy for evaluating 
the effects of the delivery system as it currently exists. This is a narrower scope 
than the general assessment model, which provides a framework for analyzing the 
effects of any delivery system that might be proposed, including the current system. 
Because of the static nature of the analytic agenda, only effects of the delivery 
system— not program effect, —are corsidered. Another feature of the logic used to 
specify effects for the analytic agenda was ihat measures were defined first, then 
the effects were identified. This methodology was used to focus the analytic agenda 
on potentially quantifiable effects of the delivery system. By working backward 
from mezisures to effects, the analytic agenda is much mwe limited in its treatment 
of effects than is the general assessment model. As a result, the number of effects 
for a given activity is generally less for the analytic agenda than for the general 
model. 

Definition of Meaaires 

Although measures were used to aid in the specification of effects, and in 
some sense should be listed before effects, conceptually the definition of measures 
follows fr r Se identification of effects-' This is the order in which they are 
present( .. analytic agenda. To the extent possible, all measures were defined 

in a man ., it made them potoitially quantifiable. Whether they are in fact 
quantifiable will depend on the availability of data and the time constraints 
gova-ning the analysis. 
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The attempt .o develop quantifiable measures meant that measures for the 
more subjective effects are usually discrete in nature. Measures for certainty of 
funds, distribution of aid, availability of program information, and other of the less 
tangible effects ore usually discrete variables such as time, award amounts, etc. 
While this approach may have ignored certain qualitatitive aspects of these effects, 
the attempt to quantify effects where possif le was considered a high priority. 

Another distinctive aspect of the methodology is that the measures identified 
usually pertained to one activity. Many of the effects in the analytic agenda cross 
individual activities. For example, many activities contribute to turnaround time. 
In these cases, discrete measures were defined for each activity. Thus, turnaround 
time can be measured separately at tiie student application, student eligibility 
determination, student award calculatioi, and disbursement to student activities. 
However '.i will also be possible to develop an overall estimate of turmiround time 
and to idt: viiy the delivery system activities that influence this effect. 

klentificatian of Potential Data Soirees 

After the meaaires were defined for each effect, potential data sources for 
obtaining these measures were identified. A comprehensive approach was taken in 
the identification of potaitial data sources; i.e., if a data source seemed even 
marginally related to a given measure, it was still listed in the analytic ctgenda to 
ensure that no data source was overlooked. Where possible, both quantitative 
(reports, studies) and qualitative (interviews, case studies) data sources were 
identified although, in many instances, only one type of data will be applicable to 
the analysis. Therefore, in the actual analysis of measures, many of the data 
sources listed may not be used. In addition, a constant search will be made to 
identify new data sources', adding data sources to the list presented in the analytic 
agenda. Appendix B presents a list of the data sources identified in the analytic 
agenda with a brief explanation provided for each source. 

Description of Possible Analysis Methods 

The final process in developing the analytic agenda consisted of describing 
possible analysis methods that might be used to generate the relevant measures 
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required for the an&Iytic model* A problem in formulating analysis methods for 
measuring effects of the delivery system is that the delivery system is an integral 
part of student financial aidf but it is not usually considered a major factor 
influencing the behavior of delivery system participants. Generally, program 
effects have a greater impact than delivery system effects on delivery system 
particip^ants. Thereforef if program effects are held constant* it becomes extremely 
difficult to obtain direct measures of delivery system effects. 

The difficulty ir^rent in measuring delivery system effects influenced the 
nature of the analysis meth<xis proposed in the analytic agenda. For each effect 
listed, an attempt was made to ic^tify the best method for analyzing this effect 
given the available data. In many instances, this meant relying on proxies fa* the 
effect under consideration or using data from a limited number of case studies. 
While this approach cannot be used to provide accurate measures of effects and 
therefore would not be appropriate in a research endeavor, it can provide orders of 
magnitude for effects which are suffici«it, given the policy oriented nature of the 
Delivery System Assessment Tasi<. ^sed on this, it will not be appropriate to apply 
strict research standards to the analysis methods presented in the analytic agenda. 

The most important criterion used to determine if an analysis method was 
appropriate was whether it could provide a better estimate of an effect than merely 
guessing. For example, case studies were often cited as an analysis method with the 
realization that making generalizations from three or four site visits might be 
Liappropriate if an accurate quantitative estimate of the effect under consideration 
was required. If this type of precision was required, a full-scale study of the effect 
would be needed; that Is, of course, beyond the scope of ^is task. However, tte 
case studies can provide data on the order of magnitude and directicMi of the effect. 
Since this is better than guessing, case studies were often cited as aRJropriate 
methods of analysis. 

As stated in Section 1, the purpose of the analytic agenda was twofold: first, 
to provide a guide for estimating baseline effects of the current delivery system, 
and then to identify where possible, differential effects that could be measured 
using available data. Analysis methods designed to accomplish both of these 
purposes were specified in the analytic agenda. For each effect, a method or 
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me^ods of analysis for accomplishing the estimate of baseline effects were llstcsd; 
but only in certain cases were analysis methods for assessing differential effects 
idwitified. Therefore, few some effects, analysis methods for both estimating 
baseline effects of the current system and assessing differential effects were listed, 
while for other effects, only analysis methods relating to baseline effects could be 
identified. 

Additionally, because the exact nature of the data that would be available was 
not known at the time that the analytic etgenda was written, the description of 
analysis methods toided to be general in nature. Also, time constraints may cause 
changes and/or deletions in the analysis methods identified. This means that the 
analysis methods in the analytic ageida can only be used as a general guide and not 
all methods listed in the report will be carried out in the manner specified. 
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USE OF THE ANALYTIC AGENDA 
TO ESTIMATE BASEUNE EFFECTS 

One of the major purposes of the analytic agenda is to provide a framework 
for developing estimates of the baseline effects of the current delivery system. 
This section describes how the framework provided by the analytic agenda will be 
used to determine these baseline effects. It Obviously will not be possible to develop 
measures for all effects fa- all activities* Therefore, it is necessary to focus the 
analysis on the most important questions. 

To facilitate the estimation of baseline effects, the analytic agenda was 
divided according to types of data sources required for the analysis. Three divisions 
were made, with an analyst placed in charge of each divisi<Mi. The three divisions 
were: 

• Interviews with ED personnel and review of Federal documents; 

• Case studies and data from processors; 

• Previous studies and reports. 

By dividing the analytic agenda according to data source, each analyst will 
have to become familiar with a subset of th^ total data sources being used in the 
analysis. This will increase each analyst's efficiency in working with the data by 
learning what can and cannot be obtained from the data bases on which each 
ccwicentrates. If the work were divided according to activity, then each analyst 
would have to become familiar will ail relevant data bases; this would result in a 
duplication of effort and a loss of time. 

As stated in Section 1, the focus of the study on delivery system effects made 
it difficult to obtain direct measures of effects. In addition, the specification of 
effects at the activity level means that data are harder to d>tain and increases the 
difficulty of estimating baseline effects. These problems shaped the method for 
estimating baseline effects in several ways which are documented in following 
paragraphs. 
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To overcome the lack of data available on effects 4t the activity level, it is 
necessary to estimate baseline effects at an aggregate level. The more aggregate 
the level at which activities are estimated, the greater the amount of data that 
should be available. For example, Federal budget information may be available at 
the division level but not for activities within a division. In this case, administrative 
costs for the Federal government m'.ght be measured at the subsystem level rather 
than the activity level. 

Another technique —^lase study analysis— will be used to overcome the general 
lack of data available on delivery system effects and the difficulty of obtaining any 
data at the activity level about effects. As stated previously, the problem with case 
studies is that results cannot easily be generalized. On the other hand, case sttKlies 
present an opportunity to (^tain specific informatiw not available from other 
sources. Therefore, a trade-off exists between the ability to generalize results from 
larger scale studies and program-wide infcH-mation and the OfH>ortunity to derive 
answers to specific questions from case studies. To (^tain the advantages inherent 
in both data source types, where possible estimates of general effects will tie made 
using larger data bases, case studies will be used to divide these general effects into 
activities- For example, institutional administrative costs can be estimated for a 
representative sample of schools from SISFAP at a general level. Case studies could 
then be used to estimate what percent of administrative costs are attributable to 
specific activities, and the estimates combined to provide a figure for total 
administrative costs by activity. 

The format for presenting baseline effects will take into account the potential 
usefulness of the results arKi the ambiguities of the data, bi particular, the 
discussion of each effect will cwisider; 

• The ctescription of the effect; 

• Estimaticm of the effect using the best available data sources; 

• Detailed analysis of activities that contribute directly to this effect. 

To ensure completion of the estimates of baseline effects for the current 
delivery system, given the difficulty of this task and the time available, first 
priority will go to generating descriptive measures of the effects from easily 
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accessible data. If time permits, more sof^isticated analyses may be undertaken on 
limited topics concerning deUvery system effects. These topics are discussed in 
Section ^. 
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SCCTI0N4 
POSSIBLE ADNTIONAL ANALYSES 



A secondary purpose of the analytic agenda is to identify areas where 
differential effects of alternative delivery systems might be estimated using data or 
the current delivery system. This section provides descriptions of several possible 
analyses that might be pursued toward this end. Additionally, it provWes estimatei 
of baseline effects of the current delivery system which re<^ire more detailed 
analysis than descriptive measires. Because of the limited time available tb 



complete this task, not all additional analyses identified can be imdertak< 



Therefore, priorities must be set tor those analyses to be conducted first; any input 
that can be offered in setting these priorities will be appreciated. 

institution Administrative Costs ,^ 

Beyond estimating the current delivery system's baseline effects on adminis- 
trative costs for institutions, several more detailed analyses relatii^ to institution 
administrative costs are possible. Using data from the SISFAP institution <^iestion- 
naire, an equation can be estimated to relate administrative cost as the dependent 
variable to institution characteristics (size, type, etc.), procedures (whether the 
school conducts its own validation, etc.), and faciUties (manual or computer, etc.) as 
the explanatory variables. From this eciuation, it will be possible to determine 
which variables have the strongest impact i^on institution administrative costs; the 
frequency of these variables occurring in the population can also be estimated from 
SISFAP. Using this data, when an alternative delivery system is assessed, the 
variables which relate most strongly to the impact of the alternative on institution 
administrative costs can be identified; an estimate can then be made of ^ 
magnitude of the differential effect and which types of schools will be most 
affected. 

Miscalculation/Error 

While baseline estimates of miscalculation/error are obtainable from the 
Quality Control study for the Pell program, no similar study las been made about 
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error in the Campus-Based and G5L programs. One method for making such 
estimates is to utilize QC data to simulate errors in the GSL and Campus-Based 
progranu. Estimates made in this manner are not meant to provide the accuracy of 
a full-scale study, but can yield orders of magnitude. 




A major problem with estimating student error in the Campus-Based and CSL < 
programs is that there is no universal application form for these programs* ^ 
However, certain common elements must be included in each application form; thus, 
it is possible to devetop a ''typical'* application for simulation purposes. Using QC ' 
study information on errors on various ai^Ucatioi items (income, assets, etc.), 
student error estimates can be generated by simulating the impact of the applica- 
tion item errors on these 'typical" applications* Two methods are possible for 
obtaining a data base to use in the simulations. The first is to use those students in 
the QC study who also received Campus-Based aid (x* a GSI^ This sample may be 
biased to the extent that Pell recipients differ from Campus-Based aid and CSL 
recipients. A second method for developing a data base for simulations is to impute 
the QC error information to the SISFAP student survey. While this sample will be 
mo'e representative of the relevant recipimt populations, the imputatitms necessary 
to create the data base will cause inaccuracies. The choice of technique for use 
depends on the time available for the anilysis, the relative trade-offs involved, etc. 

To the extent that the same rules apply fm* determining categorical eligibility 
for GSL and Campus-Based programs as well as for the Pell program, QC data again 
can be used, in this case to estimate miscalculatim/a'ror in the eligibility 
determination process for the Campus-Based and GSL programs. Using QC study 
information on the magnitutte and incidence of categorical eligibility errors, those 
same types of errors can be projected for tfw GSL and Cam|His-Based programs. As 
with the estimate of student error, two opti<ms exist for creating a data base vspon 
which to make the necessary simulations. 

In addlti<xi to simulating tfrors in the GSL and Campus-Based programs, QC 
data can be used to estimate the impact of the application form upon student error* 
An equation can be estimated, with stixient errcM* as the dependent variable and 
student perceived problems with the application form, and student demographic 
information as explanatory variables. If student perceived problems with the 
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application form is not a significant predictor of student error (l.e., If students who 
indicated having trouble completing the application did not have significantly higher 
error rates than other students), then a changed application probably will not affect 
student error rates. The opposite would be true where stvKient perceived problems 
on the application is a significant predictor of student error. This type of analysis 
could, therefore, be very useful in assessing the effects of alternative delivery 
systems that propose changing the relevant applications. 

Distribution of Aid 

Descriptive measures of the current delivery systems' effects on distribution 
of aid can be generated easily from program statistics* The program statistics 
detail how much aid is distributed and provide some indication of types of students 
who receive the aid. However, additional and greater detailed analysis could be 
useful for comparing the distribution of aid among students and institutions. 

Using SISFAP data on institutions' packaging philosophies, it will be possible to 
determine the distribution of aid within institutions. The extent to which institu- 
tions package according to need, academic ability, etc. can be estimated and 
predictions generated for the frequency of each type of philosophy in the population. 
In addition, SISFAP data can be used to determine the distribution of aid among 
institutions. Students can be divided according to like characteristics and differ- 
ences in remaining need, type, and amount of aid received, etc., and can be 
determined both within and amcMig institutions- Finally, the packaging philosophies 
developed for ISFAM can be used to simulate changes in the distribution of aid 
caused by proposed alternative delivw-y systems. 

Fund Control 

Given the less Federal nature of the Campus-Eiased and GSL programs, it is 
ciff icult to obtain the information needed for an in-depth analysis of fund control in 
these programs. As part of the QC project, tasks designed to aid the fund control 
capabilities for both programs were completed; other tasks in this area are 
continuing. These studies will be used as backgrourxi for the Deiivery Assessment 
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Task. The greater Federal role in the Pell program means ^at data are available to 
carry out more detailed analysis of fund control in the Pell program. 

A major issue in fund control in the Pell program is the timing and amount of 
authorizaticMis to institutions* Since institutions require funds prior to their 
distribution to students* authorizatiwis to institutions must be made based on 
estimates of schools' funding needs- If the estimate is too low, then schools will fall 
short of funds; if the estimate is too high, then the government is needlessly 
borrowing money. Using past Pell disbursement data, the authorizatioi from the 
prior progress report can be »ibtracted from net expenditures as reported on the 
current progress report. If the result is positive, then the schools were over funded; 
if it is negative, then the schools were underfunded. This figure can be broken down 
to determine if the probability of over- or underfunding varies by type of institution. 

Creation of Data Base lor Simuiations 

Ideally, the analysis of alternative delivery systems' effects should wait until 
the alternative under consideration is completely specified. Unfortunately, the 
timeframe of this project makes this ideal impossible. However, one method for 
enhancing the analysis of effects of alternative delivery systems would be to put 
together a data base capable of simulating as many effects as possible for a 
proposed alternative delivery system. The basic componeni of the data base would 
be the SISFAP student questionnaire since this is the only representative sample of 
students in postsecondary institutions available for use. This sample would be 
re weigh ted to account for changes in the major financial aid programs since the 
sample was collected. SISFAP also contains data on administrative costs, packaging 
philosophies, etc. for inclusion in the data base. Linking the SISFAP sample to the 
FI5AP tape and Pell disbursement data (this link has already been made as part of 
development for ISFAM) will provide information on Campus-Based and Pell funding 
levels. In addition, error data from the QC study, administrative costs data from 
the National Commission study, etc. could also be imputed onto the central data 
base. When complete, this data base would provide the ability to analyze several 
(but certainly not all) effects of a proposed alternative delivery system from one 
data source, an approach which would allow more detailed analysis of alternative 
delivery systems within the project's timeframe. 
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SECTION 5 
ANALYTIC AGENDA 



This section presents the charts that make ^> the analytic 2.gen<la. By 
identifying measureSf data sources, and analysis methods i&r each effect at the 
activity level, the analytic agenda provides a detailed guide for the development of 
baseline estimates of the effects of the current delivery system. It also identifies 
potential areas where differential effects of the (telivery system can be estimated 
using available data. 

To aid in the interpretati<Mi of the charts, three appendices have been included 
in the report. Appendix A is a list of delivery system activities used in the analytic 
agenda. Appendix B briefly describes the data sources listed in the report. \ 
Appendix C is a glossary for the acronyms used in the charts. 



ERIC 



23 

5-1 



PELL GRANT COMPONENT 




PELL GRANT CXkMPONCNT 

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.1 Budget Fbrecastif^ Activity 
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EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Ccsts 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal govern' nent 
of developing budget fore 
cast 



DATA SOURCES 

o DPPD and OPBE budgets 
• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documentsr 
determine Federal adminbtratlve 
costs attrttxjtable to the tnidget fore- 
casting function 



to 



Fund Control 
(Federal Government) 



St^plemcmtal a|>propriations 
needed ckiring the year or 
the tumt>ack of funds 
occurring at year's end 



• Budget data 



Determine magnitude and frequency 
of both supplemental appropriations 
required and finals retiniied for past 
years« using budget data 



c. Fund Forecasting 
(Federai Government) 



Difference between budget 
forecast and actual program 
expenditures for the year 



PIMS data 
Budget data 
Appiic»it-based model 
ISFAM 



Calculate difference between bulget 
forecast prior to year% end and actual 
expendittM^ for tlmt year 
Analyze the impact of changes in the 
delivery system on accuracy of bu(%et 
forecasts by simulating prior year 
data, mlf% the applicant-based model 
or ISFAM 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPUCATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.2 Budget Development Activity 



EFFECTS 



a* Administrative Cents 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to Federal government 
of budget develc^ment 



DATA SOURCES 

DPPD and OPBE budgets 
Interviews with appro- 
(^iate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents* 
determine Federal administrative 
c<»ts attributable to the budget fore- 
casting function 



Fund Control 
(Federal Government) 



Supplemental appropriations 
needed during the year <m- 
the turnback of funds 
occurring at year's end 



m Budget data 



• Deter miiM magnitiKie and frec^iency 
of both st^leinental appropriations 
required arKi funds returned for past 
years, using budget data 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(Institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time elapsed from expected 
budget approval date to the 
date of actual approval 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Budget data 



Using interviews and budget data, 
determine the number of days between 
expected af^roval and actual approval 
of the budget in past years 
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1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.3 Promulgation of Regulatiom Activity 
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EFFECTS 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to Federal government 
of promulgating regulations 



DATA SOURCES 

• OPPD budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determfaie Federal administrative 
costs attributable to tt^ regulations 
promulgation activity 



Certainty of Funds 

(Institution) 

(Applicant/Family) 



• Time between expected pub- 
lication of final regulations 
and actual publication 



• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• Federal Register 



Fron the Federal Register and inter- 
views, determine the number of days 
between expected pid>Ucation of the 
final regulations and actual publica- 
tion in past years 



Administrative Costs 

(Preparatory) 

(Institution) 



• Cost to institutions of 
adapting their procedures 
in response to promulgation 
of regulaticNis 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of adapting 
their procedures in response to the 
promulgation of regulations 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and charac- 
teristics, from SISFAP 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPLICATiON SUaSYSTEM 
1.4 Forms Devc&spsnent Activity 
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EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Goveminent) 



• Costs to Fed^al government 
of forms development 



DATA SOURCES 

• DPPD and DPO budgets 

• Interviews with appro- 
|M-iate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and Inidget documents, 
determine Federal administrative , 
costs attritxitable to the fdrms 
deveIopm«it activity 



Administrative Costs 

(Preparatory) 

(Institution) 



Cost to institutifxis of 
adapting their procedures 
in response to development 
of forms 



• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commi$si(Mi study 

• 5ISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
studies t>>e administrative costs to 
instituti(Mis of ad^tif^ their pro- 
ce<kMres in resptmse to (tevelopment 
of fm-ms 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and diar- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 
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1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.5 InstitutkNial Eligibility Determination Activity 
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EFFECTS 



Adinmistrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of determining institutional 
eligibility 



DATA SOURCES 

• EAES budget 

• Interviews with appro • 
priate ED perscmf^l 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal admir.istrative 
costs attributable to the determin- 
ation of institutional eligibility 



b. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Cost to institutions of com- 
plying with the eligibility 
determination process 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant stUGies the adminbtrative 
costs to institutions of complying 
with the eligibility determination 
process 

Estimate the relationship between 
^ magnitude of this effect and 
Institutional procedures and char^ 
acteristics, froiri SISFAP 



Certainty of Funds 

(Institution) 

(Applicant/Family) 



Time between institutional 
receipt of the Eligibility 
Certification Letter (ECL) 
from EAES and the start of 
the academic year 
Percentage of institutions 
not receiving a determin- 
ation of eligibility 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Institution case studies 
Staltlstics on the eligibil- 
ity ^determination process 



From case studies, statistk:s» and 
interviewsi estimate tfie time t>etwc*en 
Institutional receipt of ECL and the 
t>eginning of the academic y^ar 
From availab le statistics and inter- 
views, determine the percentage of 
institutions rK>t receiving a determin- 
&t\nn of eligibility 
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P£LL GRANT COMPONENT 

i. PRE-APPLICATiON SUBSYSTEM 
1.6 Institutional Certification Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to Federal government 
of certifying institutions 



DATA SOURCES 

DCPR and ILCB budgets 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the institutional 
certification activity 



Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



Cost to institutions of com- 
plying with the certifica- 
tion process 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determir^ from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of complying 
with the certification process 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(institution) 
(Applicant/Fa»nily) 



Time between institutional 
receipt of the Program 
Participation Agreement (PPA) 
from ILCB and the start of 
the academic year 
Percentage of institutions 
not being certified 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Instituti<Mi case studies 
Statistics on the certi- 
fication process 



From case studies, statistics, and 
interviews, estimate the time between 
instituti<Kial receipt of the PPA and 
the beglruiing of the academic year 
From available statistics and tnter- 
vlewSf determine the percentage of 
institutions not being certified 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPLICATiON SUBSYSTEM 
1.7 Cbn^ter Systems Revision Activity 



EFFECTS MEASURES DATA SOURCES 



Administrative Costs • Costs to Federal government • DPPD and DPO budgets 
(Federal Government) of computer systems revision • Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



b. Data Base Vulr>erability • Ease with which confidential • Interviews with appro- 
(Applicant/Family) information is accessed priate ED personi^l 

• Data from the central 
processor on security 
procedures 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From interviews and budget documents, 
(tetermine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the computer 
systems revision activity 



• Determine the number and position of 
persons with access to confidential 
information and procedures controlling 
this access, from interviews and cen- 
tral processor data 
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PCLL GRANT COMPONENT 

I. PRE-APPUCATION SIASYSTEM 
1.8 Contract Support Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
ot obtaining contract support 



DATA SOURCES 

DFO and AMPS budgets 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the contract 
siq)port activity 



b. Data Base Vulnerability • Ease with which confidential • Processor RFP • Determine the provisions required 

(Applicant/Family) information is accessed in the processor RFP for protecting 

confidential information 
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I. PRE- APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.9 Disbursement System Plaming Activity 
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EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of plaming for the disburse- 
ment system 



DATA SOURCES 

DPO budget 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the disbiM-sement 
system planning activity 



b« Administrative Costs 
(Preparatory) 
(Institution) 



Cost to institutions of 
adapting their procedures 
in response to disbursement 
system planning 



• Instituti(Mi case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of adapting their 
procedures in response to disbursement 
system plaming 

^timate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Time between completion of 
disbursement system plan- 
ning and the start of the 
academic year 



• DPO statistics 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• Institution case studies 



from interviews, case studies, and 
statistics, estimate ^ time between 
completion of planning for the dis- 
bursement system and tne start of the 
academic year 



d. Data Base Vulnerability 
(Federal Government) 



Ease with which confidential 
information is accessed for 
students receiving funds 
through ADS 



4 Interview with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• ADS regulations on security 
procedures 



Determine the number and positions 
of persons with access to confidential 
information and procedures controlling 
this access, from interviews and regu- 
lations 
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I. PRE- APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.10 Institutional Funds Authorization Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



• Costs to Federal governnnent 
of institution funds author- 
ization 



• DPO budget 

• Interviews with af^ro- 
priate CD personnel 



b. Fund Control • Difference between funds • PIMS data 

(Federal Government) authorized to institutions 

and the funds institutions 
actually required 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(Institution) 



Difference in the timing 
and amount of funds between 
the authcM-ization and what 
the institution expected and 
needed 



• PiMS data 

• Institution case studies 



d. Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Fafnily) 



• Number of recipients who • Stage One QC study 

will noi receive their Pell 
Grants until the institution 
receives its authorization 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the institutional 
funds authorization activity 



• From PIMS data, calculate the differ- 
ence between schools' initial authori- 
zations and their actual expenditures 
on the October Progress Report 



• From PIMS data, calculate the differ- 
ence between schools' initial authori- 
zations and their actual expenditures 
on the October Progress R^iort 

• Using case study data, determine insti 
tution perceived ^lortfalls in timing 
and amoimt of autiiorized funds 



• Determine how many recipients attend 
institutions that will not advance 
money to recipients if sufficient Pell 
Grant fimds are not received promptly 
from the Federal government, as 
determined in the Stage One QC study 
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2. STUDENT APPLICATION Sl^YSTEM 
2.1 Student Application Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Cost^ 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
(including contr^tor costs) 
to process aj^lications 



DATA SOURCES 

Budget(s) of relevant ED 
branch or branches 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



b. Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time required by af^licant 
to complete an application 



REHAB/MACRO final 
report, "Field Testing 
of 1982-83 BEOG Appli- 
cation Forms** 



c. Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Time between submission of 
the application and student 
notificatiiNi of the status 
of his or her application 



• Data from the central 
processor 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From inte»'views and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attritnitable to the processir^ 
of studedt applications 



• From REHAB/MACRO report, deter- 
mine the time required to complete 
the Pell application form 

• Analyze the relatlon^ip between 
chaises in the application form and 
application time, laing statistics pre- 
sented in the REHAB report on time 
required to complete alternative 
applicati<Mi forms 



• Usir^ statistics from the central pro- 
cessor, determine the time it takes 
to process am application 



PELL GRANT CCMIPONENT 

2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.1 Student Application Activity (Continued) 



EFFECTS 



d. Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(Institution) 



MEASURES 



Errors committed by appli- 
cants on their application 
forms 



DATA SOURCES 

• Stage One QC study 

• MACRO/REHAB final 
report, "Field Testing 
of the 1982-83 BEOG 
Application Forms" 

• Data from the central 
processor 



e. Availability of Program 
Information 
(Applicant/Family) 



Percentage of students and 
their families with know- 
ledge about tl>e Pell program 



High School and Beyond 
study 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• Fre<)uency and magnitude of student 
error as determined in the Stage One 
QC study 

• Determine the nun^ber of applications 
rejected for errors or insufficient 
information, from statistics provided 
by the central processor 

• Estimate the percent of cases with 
errors on each application item, from 
the QC study and the REHAB report 

• From the QC study, calculate the 
marginal impact of each af^iication 
item on total student error 

• Using tile MACRO report, compare 
error rates across the different appli- 
cations fields tested 

• Estimate the relationship between 
student error and students' F>erceived 
problems in completing the applica- 
tion form, using QC data 



• From the High School and Beyond 
survey of senior high sd)ool students 
and their families, determine the per- 
centage of students and families with 
sofne knowledge of the Pell prc^ram 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.1 Student Application Activity (Contimied) 



EFFECTS 



Data Base Vulnerability 
(Applicant/Family) 



MEASURES 



• Ease with which confidential 
student af^lication informa- 
tion is accessed 



DATA SOURCES 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• Data from the central 
processor 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine the number arnl position 
of f^sons with access to confidential 
stiKient application information and 
procedttt-es controlling this access, 
from interviews and central processor 
data 



Distribution of Aid 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Probability of an eligible 
applicant's becoming a 
recipient 



• Merged applicant/recip- 
ient file 



• Categorize students according to like 
characteristics (income, type of school 
attended, etc.)} then from the merged 
applicant/recipient file, determine 
the probability that an eligible recip- 
ient will become a recipient for eadi 
category 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

3. STUDENT ELfGIBILrTY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM 
3.1 Student EligibiUty Determination Activity 



EFFECTS 



a« Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
(including contractor costs) 
to determine stwtent eligi- 
bility 



DATA SOURCES 

Budget(s) of relevant ED 
branch or branches 
biterviews with apjpro- 
priate ED personr<el 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents* 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the determin- 
ation of student eligibility 



Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
determining applicants' 
eligibility 



in 



Institution case studies 
NASf^AA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
Stage One QC study 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of determining 
applicants' eligibility 
Using QC data* determine the per- 
centage of institutions validating 
categorical eligibility items (citizen- 
ship! loan (tefault, etc.) 



c. Turnaround Tifne 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time between submission of 
the application and deter- 
mination of eligibility 



• Data from the central 
processor 

• Institution case studies 



Using central processor data, deter- 
mine the time it takes to process 
an af^lication \ ^ 
From central processor data, deter- 
mine the average number of trans- 
actions per applicant 
Determine, through case studies, the 
time institutions require to deter- 
mine an afi^licant's categorical 
eligibility 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

3. STUDENT ELfGIBILmr DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM 
3.1 Student Eligtt»Uity Determinatkm Activity (Cbntkiited) 

EFFECTS MEASURES DATA SOURCES ANALYSK METHODS 



d. Miscalculation/Error • Errors committed in deter- • Stage One QC study • From the Stage One QC study, deter- 

(Applicant/Fainily) mining students' eligibility mine the frequency and magnitude of 

(Federal Government) errors occurrif^ in i»th the central 

(Institution) processor's eligibility determination 

and the institutions' caiculatian of 
categorical eligibility 

• Con^>are the erriM' rates among MDE 
I>rocessors in an attempt to reUte 
processing procedures to error rates, 
using QC data 

• Estimate the relationship between 
categorical eligibility errors and 
institution procedures, characteris- 
tics, and percent of financial aid 
officers attending training sessions, 
using QC data 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

h STUDENT E^IGlBlLltY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM 
3s2 Validation Activity 



EFFECTS 



a<. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Fe<terai government 
(including ccmtractor costs) 
of validation 



DATA SOURCES 

• Budget(s) of relevant ED 
branch or branches 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED perscmnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documentsi 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to validation 
(especially of ADS students) 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



Costs to institution of 
validating applicants 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
Stage One QC study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of validating 
institutions 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude^ this effect and 
and institution^rocedures, charac- 
teristicSf and whether they conduct 
their own vaiidationt from QC study 
and SISFAP 



Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time applicants require 
to comply with validation 



Institution case studies 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



From case studies and interviews, 
determine subjectively from know- 
ledgeable persons the time required 
by af^licants to comply with valida- 
dation procedures 



d. 



Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 
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Tiine between applicants' 
receipt of the validation 
notice and the completion 
of validation 



Institution case studies 
Data from the central 
processor 



From institution case studies, esti- 
mate the average time required to 
complete validation 
From central processor data, deter- 
mine the number of cases resubmitted 
because of validation and the time 
required to process the resubmitted 
applications 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

3. STUDENT ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM 
3.2 Validation Activity (Continued) 



EFFECTS 



Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(Institution) 



MEASURES 



• The impact of validation 
on student error 

• Error committed in the 
validation process 



r 



DATA SOURCES 

• Stage One QC study 

• Stage Three QC study 

• AMS report on the effec- 
tiveness of the PECs 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Estimate the relationship between 
validation and sttKient error, using 
Stage One QC data 
I> ermine the incidence of applica- 
tlcMi items with <Hit -of -tolerance 
errors remaining after validati<NY, 
from Stage One and Stage Three QC 
stiKlies 

Analyze the effectiveness of PECs, 
random validation, and error-prone 
modeling in identifying high error 
cases for validation, from the AMS 
report and QC study 



f. nistribution of Aid • Probability that a validated • Data from the central • Categorize students according to like 

(Applicant/Family) student will receive an award processor characteristics; using data from PIMS 

• PIMS data and the central processor, determine 

the percentage of validated students 
receiving awards in each category ^ 



Data Base Vulnerability 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Ease with which confidential 
student information provided 
during validation is accessed 



• Institution case studies 



• From case studies, determine insti- 
tutional procedures for controlling 
access to information provided by 
students during validation 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

*. STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SYSTEM 
4.1 Student Award Calculation Activity (Regular Disbursement System) 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of • 
determining students' awards • 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tim costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of determining 
students' awards 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and 
procedures, from SISFAP 



Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time between students' 
submission of the applica- 
tion to the institution and 
the notification of their 
award amount 



• Institution case studies 

• SISFAP 



From case studies, determine the time 
institutions require to calculate award 
amounts and to notify students of 
their awards 

Identify institutional procedures 
which might impact the magnitude of 
this effect, and estimate the percent- 
age of institutions employing these 
procedures, from SISFAP 



c. Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(institution) 



• Errors committed by insti- 
tutions in calculating 
students' awards 



Staf One QC study 
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Determine the frequency and magni- 
tude bf errors occurring in the award 
calculation process, from the QC 
study 

Estimate the relationship between 
errors in award calculation and 
institution characteristics, pro- 
cedures, and percent of financial aid 
officers attendir^ training sessions, 
using QC data 
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PELL GRANT COMPONErfT 

STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SYSTEM 
4.2 Student Award CalculatkMi Activity (Alternate Disbursement System) 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



Costs to Federal government 
of calculating awards for 
applicants under the Alter- 
native Disbtrsement System 
(ADS) 



DATA SOURCES 

Budge t(s) of relevant ED 
branch w branches 
Interviews with appro* 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, determine the administrative 
costs to the Federal government 
attributable to award calculaticNi 



b. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



Costs to institutions of 
completing Part B of ED 
Form yoit or 30'^- 1 and sub- 
mitting it to the Federal 
government 



• SISFAP 

• Pell program data 



From SISFAP, determine the financial 
aid office iHjdget for ADS schools 
Using Pell data, calculate the number 
and percent of ADS institutions In 
the program 



c. Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time between the student's 
submission of the eligible 
SAR to the central processor 
and his or her receipt of 
the rK>tice of initial award 
amoimt 



• Data from the central 
processor 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



Determine the time required to pro- 
cess ADS students' award calculation, 
from central processor data 
From interviews, siAjectively deter- 
mine from knowledgeable persons 
the time ADS Institutions require 
to complete necessary forms 



d. Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 



Errors committed in calcu- 
lating ADS students' awards 



• Stage One QC study 



Determine the frequency and magni- 
tude of award calculation errors for 
ADS students, using QC data 
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PELL GRAffT CCMiPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.1 Establishment of Letter of Credit Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to Federal governinent 
of establishing the letter 
of credit system 



DATA SOURCES 

EDPMTS budget 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
(tetermine Fecteral administrative 
costs attributable to the establish- 
ment of lettar of credit activity 



b. Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



Costs to institutions of 
the procedures required 
to receive funds through 
a letter of credit account 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant sti^lies tl« administrative 
costs to institutions of establishing 
a letter of credit account 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Institution) 



Time between institution's 
request for establishment of 
a letter of credit account 
and establishment of the 
account 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Statistics from EDPMTS 



From interviews and statistics, cal- 
culate the time the Federal govern- 
ment takes to establish a letter of 
credit account 
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DRAFT 

PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.2 Establishment of Cash Request System Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



Costs to Federal government 
of establishing ttie cash 
request system 



• EDPMTS budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



From interviews and buiget documents^ 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the establish- 
ment of ca^ rei^iest system activity 



b. A(iminlstrative Costs 
(Institution) 



Costs to instituti<Nis of pro- 
cedures required to receive 
funds through a cash request 
system 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

Nati(Mial Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of establi^- 
ing a cash request system 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Institution) 



Time between institution's 
request for establishment of 
a cash request account and 
establishment of the account 
Difference between institu- 
tion's initial re<^jest for 
funds aixl the initial payment 
actually authorized 



• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• Statistics from EDPMTS 

• PIMSdata 



From interviews and statistics* cal- 
culate the time the Federal govern- 
ment takes to establish a cash request 
system 

Calculate, using PIMS data, the 
difference between the institutions' 
initial requests and the fiMids they 
acti^Uy receive 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSeAIENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.3 Diabursement to Institutions Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Fedcrral govc r nm€^nt 
of disbursing funds to instl- 
tutioos 



DATA SOURCES 

EDPMTS budget 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews md budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to tbe disburse- 
ments to institutions activity 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



Costs to institutions of com- 
plying with the procedures 
required to receive funds 



Institution case stiMiies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 

SISFAP 

PIMS data 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of complying 
with proceckM-es to receive funds 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and insti- 
tutional characteristics, procedures, 
and whether they participate in the 
tape exchange, from SISFAP and PIMS 
data 



c. Fund Control 

(Federal Government) 



• Difference between the funds 
institutions actually required 
and the funds they received 
at various points in time 



PIMS data 



From PIMS data, for each sdieduled 
Progress Report, calculate the differ- 
ence between institutions' actual 
spending (i^t expenditi«^es as reported 
on the Progress Rep<Mt) and the 
authorization they received on the 
previous Progress Report 
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PELL GRANT COMPONE^f^ 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.3 DidMirsement to bistituticMis Activity (Continued) 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



d. Certainty of Funds 
(Institution) 



Difference between the 
amount of funds institutions 
requested and the amount they 
actually received 
Time between the institutions' 
submission of the Progress 
Report and their receipt of a 
new authorization 



DATA SOURCES 

• PIMSdata 

• PIMS program statistics 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Calculate the difference between 
institutions' request for additional 
funds and the actual authorizations 
granted, from PIMS data 
From program statistics, ctetermine 
the time the Federal government 
requires to process Progress Reports 



e. Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Family) 



Number of recipients who 
will not receive their Pell 
grants until the institution 
receives its authorization 



• Stage One QC study 



Determine the number of recipients 
attending institutions that will not 
advance money to recipients~il~4u|:^ 
ficient Pe'l Grant funds are not 
received promptly from the Federal 
gova-nment, as determined in the 
Stage One QC study 
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DRAFT 



PCLL GRANT COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT StmSYSTEM 
5A Dlsixirseinent to Sfudents Activity (Regular Disbursement System) 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



MEASURES 



Costs to institutions of 
disbursing grants to students 



V 



Turnaround Tiine 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time between students* 
notification of their award 
amount and receipt of their 
funds 



DATA SOURCES 

Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 

SISFAP 

PIMS data 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



• Institution case studies 

• SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of di^rsing 
grants to students 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitiKle of this effect and 
institutional characteristics, proce- 
dures, and number of disbursement 
periods, from SISFAP and PIMS data 



From case studies, determine the time 
institutions require to disburse funds 
to students 

Identify institutional procedures 
which might impact the magnitude of 
this effect, and estimate the percent- 
age of institutions employing these 
procedures, from SISFAP 



c* Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(institution) 



# Errors committed in the dis- 
tribution of grants 



• Stage One QC study 



From QC data, determine the fre- 
quency and magnitude of errors made 
in disbursements 

Estimate the relationship between 
errors made in disbursements arKf 
institutional characteristics and 
procedures 
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DRAFT 



PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.9 Disbursement to Students Activity (Alternate Disbursement System) 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to Federal government 
of disbursing funds to ADS 
students 



DATA SOJRCES 

• EDPMTS and ADS section 
budgets 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED |^s(Minel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, determine the Federal admin- 
istrative costs attributable to dis- 
birsing timds to ADS students 



b. Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



Costs to institutions of 
completing Part B of ED 
Form y)/* or 30<f-l and sub- 
mitting it to th - Federal 
government 



• SISFAP 

• Pell program data 



From SISFAP, determine the financial 
aid office budget for ADS schools 
Using Pell data, calculate the number 
and percent of ADS institutions in 
the prt^ram 



c- Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Time l>etween the students' 
notification of their award 
amount and receipt of their 
funds 



• ADS statistics 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



From interviews and statistics, sub- 
jectively determirw from knowledge- 
able persons the time ADS institutions 
require to complete r^essary forms; 
determine the time the Federal govern- 
ment re<}uires to make payments to 
students 



d. Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 



• Errors committed in the 
distribution of gf ants to 
ADS students 



• Stage One QC study 



• Determine the frequency and mag- 
nitude of errors made in disbursing 
funds to ADS students, using QC data 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6*1 Student Account Recof>::fiiation Activity 



EFFECTS 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of reconciling student 
accounts 



DATA SOURCES 

• DPO budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the student 
accou. ; reconciliation activity 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



fO 



# Costs to institutions of the 
student account reconcil- 
iation process 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



From case studies and other relevant 
studies, determine the administrative 
costs to institutions of reconciling 
student accounts 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



c. Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(institution) 



• Errors remaining after stu- 
dent account reconciliation 



Stage Two QC study 



From the QC study, determine the 
frequency and magnitude of errors 
before and after student account 
reconciliation 

Estimate the relationship between 
errors remaining after reconciliation 
and institutional characteristics and 
procedures, using QC data 



d* Fund Control 
(Institution) 



• Change in institutions* 
accounts caused by reconcil- 
ing student accmmts 



PIMS data 



# From PIMS data, determine the 
change in institutions^ authorization 
occurring after the program year ends 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.2 bistitutional /Wxount Reconciliation Activity 



EFFECTS 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



U1 

f 

to 

CO 



FuikI Control 
(Federal Government 



• Costs to Federal government 
of reconciling institutional 
accounts 



to institutions of 
:iling their accounts 



Fund recoveries caused by 
institutional account recon- 
ciliation 




DATA SOURCES 

• DPO budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



PIMS data 

Report on "Savings in 
Basic Grant Program 
C^jerations" 



From interviews and budget documents^ 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the institutioi^l 
account reconciliation activity 



From case studies and other relevant 
studies* determine the administrative 
costs to instituticNis of reconciling 
their accounts 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
ceduresy from SISFAP 



From PIMS data and the report, 
determine the numb«- of reconciled 
accounts and ttie dollar value of the 
funds recovered from these accounts 
Determine the number of accounts 
remaining unreconciled, using PIMS 
data 



d. Fuixl Control 
(Institution) 



• Change in institutions' 
accounts caused by reconcil- 
ing their accounts 



PIMS data 



From the PIMS data, determine the 
change in institutions' authorizaticMis 
occurring after tlie progratn year ends 
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT 

6^ ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
63 Program Review and Audit Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



Costs to Federal government 
of program reviews and audits 



DATA SOURCES 

Budget docunf>ents of rele- 
vant branch or branches 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED perscHinel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the program 
review and audit activity 



Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
complying with program 
reviews and audits 



• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



From case studies and other relevant 
studies, determine the administrative 
costs to institutions of complying 
with program reviews and audits 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and 
procedures from SISFAP 



c* Fund Control 

(Federal Government) 
(institution) 



• Funds recovered from insti- 
tutions because of program 
review and audit fillings 



• ED statistics on program 
reviews 

# Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



• From interviews and statistics, deter- 
mine the amount of funds recovered 
by the Federal government due to 
reviews and audits 
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GSL COMPONENT 

I. PRE- APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.1 Budget Forecast if^ Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Goveniinent) 



Costs to Federal government 
of developing the budget 
forecast 



DATA SOURCES 

DPPD and OPBE budgets 
Interviews with af^ro- 
priate ED persmnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From interviews and budget documentSi 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the budget fore- 
casting function 



Fund Control 
(Federal . * ^rnment) 



Supplemental appropriations 
needed during ttie year or 
the turnback of funds 
occurring at year's end 



• Budget dava 



Determine magnitude and frequency 
of both $i4)plemental ai^ropriations 
required and funds returned for past 
years^ using budget data 



Fund forecasting ' 
(Federal Government) 



Dif ferernre between budget 
forecast and actual program 
expenditures for tlie year 



# Program expenditure data 

# Budget data 
€ ISFAM 



Calculate difference between bixlget 
forecast of payments required for 
interest^ special allowance^ defaults^ 
etc. prior to year's end and actual 
expenditures for that year 
Analyze the impact of changes in 
interest rates, defaults, etc- ^ 
accuracy of budget forecasts By sim- 
ulating prior year data, using ISFAM 
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GSL COMPONENT 

I. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1«2 Budget Development Activity 



EFFECTS 



Administrative Coists 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to Federal government 
of budget development 



DATA SOURCES 

• DPPD and OPBE budgets 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



AN/^ LYSIS METHODS 



From inte; views and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the tnidget devel- 
opment functicNi 



Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Lender) 

(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



# Time elapsed from expected 
budget approval date to the 
date of actual approval 



• Interviews with a|>pro' 
priate ED personnel 

# Budget data 



Using interv^'^ws and budget data, 
determine the number of days between 
expected approval and actual approval 
of the budget in past years 
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GSL COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.3 PriMiHiIgation of R^ulations Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



# Costs to Federal government 
of promulgating regulations 



# DPPD budget 

• Interviews with appro* 
priate ED personnel 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the regulations 
promulgation activity 



Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Lender) 

(State/ Guarantee 
Agency) 



Time between expected pub- 
lication of final regulations 
and actual publication 



• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• Federal Register 



From the Federal Register and inter- 
views, determine the number of days 
i>etween expected publication of the 
final regulations and actual publica- 
tion in past years 



Administrative Costs 

(Preparatory) 

(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
adapting their procedures 
•n response to promulgation 
of regulations 



# Institution case studies 

# NASFAA study of institu-- 
tion costs 

# National Commission study 

# 5ISFAP 



Determine from case stiKiies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of adapting 
their procedures in response to tlte 
promulgation of regulations 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and charac- 
teristics, from SISFAP 



d# Net Revenue 
(Preparatory) 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



Costs to guarantee agencies 
of adapting their procedures 
in response to promulgation 
of regulations 



• Guarantee agency case 
studies 

• Guarantee agency budget 
documents 



Determine from case studies and bud- 
get documents the administrative 
costs to guarantee agencies of adapt- 
ing their procedures in response to 
promulgation of regulations 
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G5L COMPONENT 

i. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.3 Promulgation of Regulations Activity (Continued) 

EFFECTS MEASURES DATA SOURCES ANALYSIS METHODS 

e. Rate of Return « Cost to lenders of adapting • Lender financial state- • Determine from case studies and 

(Preparatory) their procedures in response ments financial statement the adminlstra- 

(Lender) to the promulgation of regu- • Lender case studies tive costs to lenders of adapting 

lations, as a percentage of their procedures in response to the 

total GSL volume promulgation of regulations; divide 

this figure by total loan volume 



I 



89 



o 88 

ERIC 



DRAFT 



GSL COMPONENT 

1, PRE-APPLICATK>N SUBSYSTEM 
I A Forms Deveiopnmit Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



a. Admipistrative Costs 
(Federal (iovernment) 



• Costs to Federal government • 
of forms development • 



DPPD and DPO budgets 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



• From interviews and budget docu- 
ments determine Federal adminis- 
trative costs attributable to the 
forms development activity 



b. Administrative Costs 
(Preparatory) 
(institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
adapting their procedures 
in response to development 
of forms 



• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of adapting 
their procedures in response to 
development of forms 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 



Net Revenue 
(Preparatory) 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



Costs to guarantee agencies 
of adapting their procedures 
in response to development 
of forms 



• Guarantee agency case 
studies 

# Guarantee agency biKlget 
documents 



Determine from case studies and 
budget docun>ents the administra- 
tive costs to guarantee agencies of 
adapting their procedures in response 
to development of forms 



d* Rate of Return 
(Preparatory) 
(Lender) 



Costs to lenders of adapt- 
ing their procedures in 
response to development 
of forms, as a percentage 
of total GSL volume 



t Lender financial state- 
ments 
• Lender case studies 



Determine from case studies and other 
studies the administrative costs to 
lenders of adapting their procedures 
in response to development of forms; 
divide this figure by total loan volume 
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G5L COMPONENT 

!• PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1*5 GA Forms Deveiqpnient Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



Net Revenue 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



MEASURES 



# Cost to guarantee agencies 
of developing the requircrd 
forms 



DATA SOURCES 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 

# Guarantee agency budget 
documents 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From interviews and budget docu- 
mentsy determine costs to guarantee 
agencies attributable to the forms 
development activity 



01 



Administrative Costs 

(Preparatory) 

(Institution) 



Costs to institutions of 
adapting their procedures 
in response to GA forms 
development 



Institution case studies 
NA5FAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
studies the administrative costs to 
institutions of adapting their pro- 
cedures in response to GA develop- 
ment of forms 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and charac- 
teristics, from SISFAP 



c^ Rate of Return 
(Preparatory) 
(Lender) 



Cost to lenders of adapting 
tfieir procedures in response 
to GA forms development, as 
a percentage of total GSL 
volume 



• Lender financial state- 
ments 

# Lender case studies 



Determine from case studies and 
financial statements the adminis- 
trative costs to lenders of adapting 
their procedures in response to GA 
forms development; divide this figure 
by total loan volume 
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- GSL COMPONENT 

i. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.6 htstltutlviiial Eligibility Determinatiofi Activity 



EFFECTS 



a* Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of determining institutional 
eligibility 



DATA SOURCES 

m EAES budget 
# Interviews with appro ^ 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget ckxrUiTientSi 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the determin- 
ation of institutional eligibility 



b* Adfninistrative Costs 
(Institution) 



as 



# Costs to institutions of com 
plying with the eligibility 
determination process 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of complying 
with the eligibility determination 
process 

Estimate the relationship between the 
magnitude of this effect and institu- 
tional procedures and characteristics, 
from SISFAP 



Certainty of Funds 

(institution) 

(Applicant/Family) 



Time between institutional 
receipt of the Eligibility 
Certification Letter (ECL) 
from EAES and the start of 
the academic year 
Percentage of institutions 
not receiving a determin-- 
ation of eligibility 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Institution case studies 
Statistics on the eligibil- 
ity determination process 



From case studies, statistics, and 
interviews^ estimate the time t>etween 
institutional receipt of the ECL and 
the beginning of the academic year 
From available statistics and inter-- 
views, determine the percentage of 
institutions not receiving a determin- 
ation of eligibility 



94 



95 



GSL COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.7 Institutional Certification Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



• Costs to Federal government 
of certifying institutions 



DATA SOURCES 

• DCPR and ILCB budgets 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
(tetermine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to t>^ institutional 
certification activity 



b. Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



• Costs to institutions of com- 
plying with the certifica- 
tion process 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of complying 
with the certification process 
Estiir.ate the relation^ip between the 
magnitude of this effect and institu- 
tional procedures and characteristics, 
from SISFAP 



Certainty of Funds 

(institution) 

(Applicant/Family) 



Time between institutional 
receipt of the Program 
Participation Agreeinent (PPA) 
from ILCB and the start of 
the ?iCademic year 
Percentage of institutions 
not being certified 



• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED F>ersonnel 

• Institution case studies 

• Statistics on the certi- 
fication process 



From case studies, statistics, and 
interviews, estimate the time between 
institutional receipt of the PPA and 
the beginning of the academic year 
From available statistics and inter- 
views, ttetermine the percentage of 
institutions not being certified 
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GSL COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPLICAHON SUBSYSTEM 
1.8 Lender Eligibility Determination Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



a. Net Revenue 

(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



Coses to guarantc^e agencies 
of determining lender eligi- 
bility for the program 



• Guarantee agency biKlget 
documents 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 



From budget documents and inter- 
views, determine the costs to guar- 
antee agencies attributable to the 
lender eligibility determination 
activity 



Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



• Costs to lenders of complying 
with the eligibility deter- 
mination process, as a per- 
centage of total GSL volume 



• Lender case studies 

• Lender financial state- 
ments 



From case studies and financiai state- 
ments, determine the costs to lenders 
of complying with the eligibility 
determination process; divide this 
figure by loan volume 



Certainty of Funds 
(Lender) 

(Applicant/Family) 



Percentage of lenders not 
receiving a determination 
of eligibility 

Time between the lenders' 
aj^lication for eligibility 
and the guarantee agency 
decision 



Guarantee agency and 
lender case studies 
Statistics from guarantee 
agencies and/or Federal 
governnient 



From statistics, estimate the percent- 
age of lenders whose eligibility appli- 
cations are disaf^roved 
Using data from case studies, attempt 
to determine the time between sub- 
mission of an application for GSL 
eligibility and notice of approval or 
disapproval 
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GSL COMPONENT 

2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.1 Student Application Activity 



MEASURES 



• Costs to institutions of 
processing students' appli- 
cations 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine from case studies and other 
studies the administrative costs to 
instituti<Nis of processing students' 
applications 

Estimate the relation^ip between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and 



procedures, from SISFAP 



• Costs to guarantee agencies 
of designing student appli- 
cation forms 



• Guarantee agency budget 
documents 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 



From budget docun>en^s and inter- 
views, determine the costs to guar- 
antee agencies attributable to the 
stiKlent application activity 



• Costs to lenders of process- 
ing student applications, 
as a {>ercentage of total GSL 
volume 



• Lender case studies 

• Lender financial state- 
ments 



• From case studies and financial state- 
ments, determine the costs to lenders 
of processing student applications; 
divide this figure by loan volume 
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GSL CCNMPONENT 

2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.1 Student Application Activity (Continued) 



EFFECTS 



d. Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



MEASURES 



• Time elapsed between sub- 
mission of the applicaticKi 
and t .e lefKler's determin- 
ation of the loan amoimt 



DATA SOURCES 

InstituticKi and lender 
case studies 
SISFAP 



t 



e. 



Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Amoiait of time an applicant 
requires to complete an 
applicaticMi 



• Institution and lender 
case studies 

• REHAB/MACRO final 
report, "Field Testing 
of 1982-C:^ BEOG Appli- 
cation Fo ms" 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From case studies, estimate the time 
required by both institutlbns and 
lemiers to process an application 

• Identify Institutioi^l procedures which 
might impact the magnitucb of this 

ef fectf and estimate the percentage 
of institutions employing these pro- 
ceduresi from SISFAP 



• From case studies, subjectively deter- 
mine from knowledgeable persons the 
time required to complete a **typical** 
est application 

• Compare a 'typical'* GSL application 
to the af^lications fields tested in 
the REHAB report, in terms of n*jmber 
a.id type of questions, etc.} based on 
this comparison, estimate the time 
re<^ired to conr^lete a ^typic^i** appli- 
cation by adjusting the REHAB report's 
time measurement for completing that 
application to account for differences 
between the two forms 

• Estimate the relationship between 
changes in the ai^iication form and 
applicant time, using REHAB report 
statistics on time required to com- 
plete alternative application forms 
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CSL COMPONENT 

2, STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSl^fiM 
2.1 Student Application Activity (Continued) 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



Miscalcuiation/Error 
(Applicant/Famil/) 
(Federal Government) 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 
(Lender) 
(institution) 



• Errors committed by appli- 
cants on their application 



Stage One QC study 
REHAB/MACRO final 
report, "Field Testing 
of 1982-83 BEOG Appli- 
cation Forms** 



g. Distribution of Aid 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Probability of students with 
given characteristics apply- 
ing for a GSL 



• 5ISFAP 

• High School and Beyond 
study 



h. Availability of Program 
Information 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Percentage of students and 
their families with know- 
ledge about the GSL program 



• High School and Beyond 
study 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• For GSL recipients in the QC sample, 
dctermii^e tt^ frccpiency ami nwigni- 
tiKle Oi e rrors projected on a "typical" 
GSL application con^leted in the same 
manner as the Pell application 

• From the QC study and REHAB report, 
use the error pattern on the Pell 
application to pro|ect the incidence 

of errors for individual application 
items on the ••typical*' GSL application 



• Categorize students by like character- 
istics? from SISFAP and the study, 
determine the probability ttiat a stu- 
dent in a given category will af^ly 
for a GSL 



• From the High School and Beyond 
survey of senior high school stu<^ts 
and their families, determine the per- 
centage of students and families with 
some knowledge of the GSL program 
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GSL COMPONENT 



2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.1 Student Application Activity (Contimied) 

EFFECTS MEASURES DATA SOURCES 



U Data Ba*e Vulnera*>ility • Ease with which confidential • Institution and lender 
(Applicant/Family) student application Informa- case studies 

tion is accessed 



t 

M 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• Detei mine the number and position 
of persons «'ith access to confidential 
stiKtent application ir ' irniati<Mi and 
procedures controlling this access, 
from case studies 
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GSL COMPONENT 

3. STUDENT ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM 
3.1 Student Eligtt>ility Determination Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
( Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
determining applicants* 
eligibility 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
ti<Ki costs 

• National CommissicKi study 

• Stage One QC study 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to instltuticMis of determining 
applicants* eligibility 
Using QC data, determine the per- 
centage of institutions validating 
categorical eligibility items (citizefi- 
ship, loan default, etc.) 



b. Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time between students* sub- 
mission of the application 
and notification of their 
eligibility for the GSL 
program 



• Institution case studies 

• SiSFAP 



• From case studies, determine the 
time institutions require to deter- 
mine students' eligibility 

• Identify institutional procedures 
which might impact the magnitude 
of this effect, and estimate the per- 
centage of institutions employing 
these procedures, from SISFAP 



Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(Lender) 

(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 
(Institution) 



• Errors committed in the 
eligibility determination 
process 



• Stage One QC study 



From the Stage One QC study, deter- 
mine the nurdber and percent of 
GSL recipients in the QC sample 
whose categorical eligibility was 
incorrectly calculated 
Estimate the relation^ip between 
categorical e!igibility errors and 
institution procedures, characteris- 
tics, and whether they validate those 
items, using QC data 




108 



109 



DRAFT 



GSL COMPONENT 

H. STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SYSTE»' 
%.l Determination of Loan Limits Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
determining loan limits 



DATA SOURCES 

Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
Stage One QC study 
SISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of determining 
GSL loan limits 

Estimate the relati<Niship between 
the magnitiKle of this effect and 
institutional characteristics, pro- 
cedures, and whether they ccMiduct 
their own validation, from QC study 
and SISFAP 



b. Turnaround Time 
( Applicant/Family) 



• Amount of time institutions • 
require to determine loan • 
limits 



Institution case studies 
SISFAP 



From case studies, determine the time 
institutions re<^ire to determine loan 
limits 

Identify institutional iM-ocedures 
which might impact the magnitude of 
this effect, and estimate the percent- 
age of institutions employing these 
proce<kires, from SISFAP 



Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 
(Lender) 
(Institution) 



Errors made in determining 
GSL loan limits 



• Institution case studies 

• SISFAP 



From case studies, attempt to discover 
the extent of errors occurring in the 
determination of loan limits 
Using SISFAP data, calculate loan 
limits; then determine in how many 
cases the students' awards apparently 
violate the calculated loan limits 



o 
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GSL COMPONENT 

STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SYSTEM 
4.2 Determkiation of Losm Amount Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



MEASURES 



b. Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



Costs to institutions of 
determining loan amounts 
if they act as loxiers or 
have an origination agree- 
ment 



• Costs to lenders of deter- 
mining loan amounts, as a 
percentage of total GSL 
volume 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission stixfy 

• SISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



• Lender case studies 

• Lender finaiKial state- 
ments 



From case studies and other relevant 
studies, determine the administrative 
costs to institutions of determining 
loan aniKXHits 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



• From cases studies and financial state- 
ments, determine the costs to lenders 
of determining loan amounts; divide 
this figure by loan volume 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Prot)ability that a student 
will receive a GSL of a given 
amount 



• Lender case studies 

• Guarantee agency data 



From case studies and data from 
guarantee agertcies, determine the 
percent of applicants afplying for, 
but not receiving, a GSL 



d. Turnaround Tifne 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time required by lenders 
to process a student loan 
application 



• Lender case studies 



From case studies, estimate the time 
required, on average, to process a 
student loan application 
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GSL COMPONENT 

STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SYSTEM 
%.2 Determination of Loan Amount Activity (Continued) 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Time the applicant requires 
to complete an application 



DATA SOURCES 

Institution and lender 
case studies 
REHAB/MACRO final 
report, "Field Testing 
of 1982-83 BEOC Appli 
cation Forms" 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



X 



From case studies, subjectively deter- 
termine from knowledgeable persons 
the time required to complete a 
"typical** GSL application 
Estimate the relationship between 
changes in the application form and 
applicant time, using REHAB report 
statistics on the time required to 
complete alternative application forms 
Compare a **typical*' GSL application 
to the applications fields tested in 
the REHAB report, in terms of number 
and type of qtMstions, etc.} based cki 
this comparison, estimate the time 
required to complete a •*typlcal** GSL 
application by adjusting the REHAB 
report's time measurement for com- 
pleting that application to account 
for differences between the two forms 



f. Distribution of Aid 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Differences In loan amounts 
and participation percentages 
among students 



5ISFAP 



• Categorize students by like ctiaracter- 
istics} estimate the differences within 
and amo«^ groups in receipt of GSLs, 
using SISFAP data weighted to account 
for changes In program utilization 



o 
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GSL COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.1 Issuance o! Promissory Note Activity 



EFFECTS 



Availability of Program 

Information 

(Applicant/Family) 



MEASURES 



• GSL recipients' imderstanding 
of the terms and obligations 
of their loans 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution mvi lender 
case studies 



b. Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



Costs to lenders of ttevelop- 
ing and obtaining signatures 
on promissory notesi as a per- 
centage of GSL volume 



• Lender case studies 



c. Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Time required to obtain sig- 
natures on promissory notes 



• Lender case studies 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From case studies^ determine the 
subjective opinions of knowledgeable 
persons on the percentage of GSL 
recipi :nts who do not understand 
the conditions in their loans 



• From case studies, attempt to deter- 
mine the costs to lenders associated 
with devel<H>ing and obtaining signa- 
natures on promissory notes; divide 
this figure by total loan volume 



• From case studies, estimate the time 
required to process a promissory note 
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GSL COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSeMENT SUBSYSTEM 
3.2 Loan Deductions Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



Ratfc of Return 
(Lender) 



MEASURES 



Difference between reveni^ 
goierated from loan deduc- 
tions and costs a^ociated 
with this activity* as a per- 
centage of total GSL volume 



DATA SOURCES 

• Lender case studies 

• Lender financial state- 
ments 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Frcin case studies and financial stat-- 
ments» calculate the income lenders 
receive from loan deductions; sub- 
tract costs associated with obtaining 
this income; then divide the result 
by total GSL volume 



Net Revenue 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



• Difference between revmues 
generated from loan (Educ- 
tions and costs associated 
with this activity 



Guarantee agency case 
studies 

Guar^tee agency budget 
documents and financial 
statem€»its 



From case studies and financial docu- 
maits* det^mine the income lenders 
receive from loan decfcjctions; «ib- 
tract ccMts associated with process- 
ing them 



Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Family) 



Difference between the loan 
amoiHit applicants expect to 
receive and the amcxmt they 
actually receive because of 
loan deductions 



Lender and guarantee 
agency case studies 
LefKler and guarantee 
agency financial documents 



Using ckta from case studies and 
financial documents^ determine the 
percent of loans where deductions 
are taken* and the average amoioit of 
the loan deductions 



118 



119 



GSL COMPONCNT 

5. FUNDS [MSaURSEMENT SU&SYSTEM 
9.3 Guarantee Appfx>val Activity 

EFFECTS MEASURES DATA SCXJRCES 



a. Net Revenue 

(Guarantee Agency) 



b. Rate of Return 
(Lender) 

I 

c. Certainty of Funds 
(Lender) 

(Applicant/Family) 



d. Turnaround Time 
(Lender) 

(Applicant/Family) 



• Costs associated with pro- 
cessing guarantee a{H>rovals 



• Costs to lenders of sub- 
mitting guarantee af^roval 
applications, as a percentage 
of total loan volume 



• Likelihood that an afH>lica- 
tion for guarantee approval 
will be approved or not 



• Time required for tlie guar* 
an tee agency to process an 
application for guarantee 
approval 



« Guarantee agency finan- 
cial (tocuments 

# Guarantee agency case 
studies 



# Lender financial state- 
men ts 

• Lender case studies 



• Guarantee agency statis 
tics 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 



# Lender and guarantee 
agency case studies 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From case stiKiies and financial docu- 
ments, determine the costs associated 
with processing applications for guar- 
antee approval 



• From case studies Lnd financial state- 
ments, determine th< costs of submit- 
ting guarantee approval aj^llcations; 
divide this figure by total GSL volume 



• Using available statistics and case 
studies, estimate the percentages of 
applications for guarantee approval 
that are approved or disapproved 



• From case studies, estimate the time ^ 
re<)uired for a guarantee agency to 
process an application for guarantee 
approval 
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GSL COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
Loan CHsbursement Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
disbursing GSL funds to 
students 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



b. Kate of l^eturn 
(Lender) 



• Costs to lenders of disburs- 
ing loansr as a percentage 
of total GSL volume 



• Lender financial state- 
ments 

• Lender case studies 



c. Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time between student noti- 
fication of ioan amounts and 
their actual receipt of funds 



• Lender case stiKlies 

• Institution case studies 



d, Miscalculation/Error 
(Lender) 

(Federal Government) 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Amount of incorrect loan 
disbursements 



Lender case studies 
Lender statistics 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From case studies and other relevant 
studies* determine the administrative 
costs to institutions of disbursing 
CSLs 

• Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional iM-ocedures and charac- 
teristics, from SISFAP 



• From case studies and financial state- 
men ts, estimate the costs to lenders 
of disbursing loans; divide this figure 
by total GSL volume 



• From case studies, estimate the time 
required, on average, to dislHtrse loans 
to students 



• From case studies and statistics, 
determine the dollar amount of loans 
originally disbursed which later had 
to be corrected 
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GSL COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.5 Interest and Special Allowsmce Payment Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



a# Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



# Costs to Federal government 
of paying interest and special 
allowance 



# Budget(s) of relevant ED 
branch or branches 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



• From budget documents and interviews 
determine the costs to the Federal 
government of the interest and 
special allowance payment activity 



Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



Difference between revenues 
generated from interest and 
special allowance paynr^nts 
and costs associated with 
this activity, as a percent- 
age of total GSL volume 



• Lender case studies 

• Lender financial state- 
ments 



From case studies and financial state- 
mentSi calculate the income lenders 
receive from interest and special 
allowance payments; subtract their 
costs of obtaining this income; tturn 
divide the resqlt by total G^L volume 



c* Certainty of Funds 
(Lender) 



Time between the lenders* 
requests for interest and 
special allowance payments 
aiKl their receipt of funds 
Difference between lenders' 
request and the funds they 
actually receive 



• Interview with appro- 
priate ED j^rsonnel 

• GSL payment statistics 



From interviews and statist icsy deter ^ 
mine the time required to process 
lenders* requests for interest and 
special allowance payments^ and the 
difference between the payments 
requested and those received 



d* Miscalculation/Error 
(Federal Government) 
(Lender) 



# Errors identified in payment 
of funds for interest and 
special allowance 



Interview with appro- 
priate ED per:»%vinel 
GSL paymer^ ^catistics 



# From interviews and statistics^ deter- 
mine the frei^iency and magnitude 
of errors uncovered in the payment 
of interest and special allowance 
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GSL COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTE«* 
5^ Administrative Cost Allowance Payment Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Feckral government 
of administrative cost 
allowances 



DATA SOURCES 

Budget documents of rele- 
vant ED brarK!h or branches 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs of the adminbtrative cost 
allowance payment activity 



b. Net Revenue 

(State / Guaran tee 
Agency) 



Difference between revenues 
generated from the adminis- 
trative cost allowance and 
the associated costs of this 
activity 



Guarantee agency case 
studies 

Guarantee agency tHKlget 
documents and financial 
statements 



From case studies and financial docu- 
ments, determine the income lenders 
receive from the administrative cost 
allowance; subtract the costs asso- 
ciated with re<^iesting allowance 
payments 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(Sta te/Guaran tee 
Agency) 



Time between the guarantee 
agency requests for adminis- 
trative cost allowance pay- 
ments and their receipt ot 
the funds 

Difference l^tween payment 
requests^ from guarantee 
agencies and funds they 
actually receive 



• Interviews with af^ro- 
priate ED personnel 

• GSL paynw^nt statistics 



From interviews and statistics, 
determine the time re<^ired to pro- 
cess guarantee agencies' re<)uests for 
administrative cost alkywante pay- 
ments, and the difference between 
the payments requested and tlK>se 
received / 



d. Miscalculation/Error 
(Federal Government) 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



Errors ictentified in payment 
of the administrative cost 
allowance 



• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• GSL payment statistics 



• From interviews and statistics, 
determine the frequency and magni- 
tude of errors uncovered in payment 
of the administrative cost allowance 
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GSL COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RCCONCIUATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.1 Note Transfer and/or Servick^ Contract Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



Net Revenue 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



MEASURES 



Costs to guarantee agencies 
of processing LIS forms 
for this activity 



DATA SOURCES 

• Guarantee agency budget 
documents 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From budget documents and inter- 
views, determine the costs to guar- 
antee ageiKries attributable to pro- 
cessing LTS forms for this activity 



in 



Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



Difference between revenue 
generated from transfers 
and/or service contracts 
and costs for this activity, 
as a percentage of total GSL 
volume 



• Lender case studies 

• Lender financial state- 
ments 



From case studies and financial state- 
ments, calculate the inconoe lenders 
receive from loan transfers and/or 
service ccNitracts; subtract costs for 
obtaining this income; then divide 
the result by total GSL volume 
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GSL COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.2 Enrollment Status Reportk^ Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of processing enrollment 
status reports 



DATA SOURCES 

Biidget(s) of relevant ED 
branch or branches 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personriel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents* 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attrilMjtabte to the enrollment 
status reporting activity 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
confirming enrollment status 
for GSL recipients 



• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National CommissicMi study 

• SISFAP 



From case studies and other relevant 
studies, determine the administrative 
costs to institutions of confirming 
GSL recipients* enrollment status 
Estimate the relation^ip between 
the magnitixle of this effect and 
Institutional characteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



c# Net Revenue 

(state/Guarantee 
Agency) 



# Costs to guarantee agencies 
of processing enrollment 
status reports 



# Guarantee agency budget 
ckxruments 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 



From budget documents and inter-* 
views, determine costs to guarantee 
agencies attributable to the enroll- 
ment status reporting activity 



d« Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



# Costs to lenders of process- 
ing enrollment status reports, 
as a percentage of total 
GSL volume 



• Lender case studies 

• Len(kr financial state- 
ments 



From case studlcr and financial state- 
ments, determine costs to lenders of 
processing enrollment status reports; 
divide this figure by GSL loan volume 
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GSL COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.2 EnroUment Status Reporting Activity (Contimiedl) 

EFFECTS MEASURES DATA SOURCES ANALYSIS METHODS 



e. Miscalculation/Error • Errors made in the determin 
(i^}plicant/Fafnily) atic»n of enroUinent status 

(Federal Government) 
(Lender) 

(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 
(Institution) 



f 



• Stage One QC study • For GSL recipients in the QC san^le, 

use the error pattern for Pell students 
to ctetermine the imrid^Ke of insti- 
tutkms reportif^ GSL recipients' 
enrollment as half-time oc greater 
when QC data indicated they were 
less than half-time 
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GSL CXMylPONBNT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.3 Entrance into Grace and/or Deferment Beriod Activity 



EFFECTS 



Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



MEASURES 



Costs to lenders of process- 
ing grace and /or deferment 
requests, as a percentage 
of total GSL volume 



DATA SOURCES 

• Lender case studies 

• Lender financial state- 
ments 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From case studies and financial state- 
ments, determine costs to lenders 
of grace and/cw deferment requests! 
divide tills figure by GSL loan volume 



Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time tlie recipient requires 
to provicte written evidence 
of eligibility for determent 



Institution and lender 
case studies 



From case studies, sd>jectively deter- 
mine from knowledgeable persons the 
time GSL recipients require to obtain 
written evidence of eligibility for 
deferment 



c. Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time between submission . 
of a request for deferment 
and recc:ipt of tiie deferment 



• Lender case studies 



• From case studies, determine the 
time lenders require to process a 
deferment request 
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GSL COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCIUATiON SUBSYSTEM 
6.# Development of Repayment Schedule Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Net Revenue 
(State/Guar aniee 
Agency) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to guarantee agencies 
of processing LTS forms for 
this activity 



DATA SOURCES 

« Guarantee agency budget 

c&Kruments 
• Guarantee agemry case 

stiKlies 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From budget documents and inter- 
views, determine costs to guarantee 
agencies attributable to processing 
LTS forms for this activity 



Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



• Costs to lenders of develop- 
ing a repayment schedule, 
as a percentage of tot^ GSL 
volume 



• Lender case studies 

• Lender financial state- 
ments 



From case studies and financial state- 
ments, determine costs to lenders 
of developing a repayment schedule! 
divide this figure by GSL loan volume 



Avaitability of Program 

Information 

(Applicant/Family) 



» GSL recipients' umlerstanding 
of the terms and obligations 
of their loans 



• Institution and lender 
case studies 



From case studies, determine the 
subjective opinions of knowledgeable 
persons on the percentage of GSL 
recipients who do not understand 
the conditions in their loans 



d. Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time GSL recipients require 
to negotiate a repayment 
schedule 



Institution and lender 
case studies 



From case studies, determine sub- 
jectively from knowledgeable persons 
the time GSL recipients require to 
negotiate a repayment schedule 



136 



ERIC 



137 



GSL COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.5 Loan Repayment Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



a. Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



MEASURES 



Time GSL recipi^ts require 
to submit loan payments 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution and lender 
case studies 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From case stiKlies, determine sub- 
lectively from knowle<%eable persons 
the time GSL recipients re<^ire to 
si4>mit loan payments 



Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



Difference between revenues 
generated from repayments 
and costs for this activity, 
as a percentage of total GSL 
volume 



• Lender case studies 

• Lender financial state- 
ments 



From case stiKlies and financial state- 
ments* calculate the income lenders 
receive from loan repayments; sub- 
tract costs for obtaining this income; 
then divide the result by total GSL 
volume 



Net Revenue 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



Costs to guarantee agencies 
of processing LIS forms for 
this activity 



• Guarantee agency buiget 
docun^nts 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 



From tnidget documents and inter- 
views, determifw costs to guarantee 
agencies attritMitabie to processing 
LTS fwms i&r this activity 
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GSL COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT imCO^ILIATiON SUBSYSTEM 
6.6 Loan Default Activity 



EFFECTS MEASURES DATA SOURCES 



a* Applicant Time # Time the recipi^t ^nds in # InstituticHi and lerKler 

(Applicant/Family) responding to collection case studies 



b. Administrative Costs # Costs to Federal government • CCS budget 

(Federal Government) arising from loan defaults # Interview's with appro- 

priate ED personnel 



c. ISJet Revenue # 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



Difference between revenues 
generated from loan defaults 
ami collection costs for 
this activity 



• Guarantee agency case 
studies 

• Guarantee agency budget 
documents and financial 
statements 



d. Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



# Difference between revenues 
generated from loan defaults 
and collection costs for 
this activity, as a percent- 
age of total GSL volume 



• Lender case studies 
0 Lender financial state- 
ments 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From case studies, determine sub- 
jectively from knowledgeable persons 
the time GSL recipients spend in 
responding to collection attempts 
(e<gM nurrtber of phone calls, letters, 
etc.) 



• From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, determine costs to the Fed- 
eral government arising from pro- 
cessing loan defaults 



• From case studies and financial docu- 
ments, determine the income lenders 
receive from loan defaults; si4>tract 
collection costs for processing them 



• From case studies and financial state 
ments, calculate the income lenders 
receive from loan defaults} sU>tract 
collection costs for obtaining this 
income; then divide the result by 
total GSL volume 
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EFFECTS 



Certainty of Funds 
(Lender) 



Certainty of Funds 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



est COMPONENT 



6. ACCOUNT RECONCIUATION SUBSYSTEM 



6,6 Loan Default Activity (Gontimied) 



MEASURES 



Time between the lenders' 
requests for default pay- 
ments from the guarantee 
agencies and their receipt 
of the funds 

Difference between lenders' 
payiyient requests and funds 
they\actually receive 



Time between guarantee 
agencies' requests for default 
payments and their receipt 
of the funds 

Difference between guaran- 
antee agencies' requests 
and funds they actually 
receive 



D^TA SOURCE 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 

• Stati^ics from guaran- 
tee agencies 



• Interviews with aj^ro- 
priate ED personnel 

• GSL payment statistics 



M isca leu ia t ion/ Error 

(Applicant/Fainily) 

(Lender) 

(State/Guarantee 
AgeiKy) 

(Federal Government) 



• Errors made in determin- 
ati:>n of loan defaults 



• Interviews with appro- 
(H'iate ED pers(MineI 

# GSL program statistics 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



From case studies and statistics) 
determine the time required to 
process lenders' requests for default 
payments, and the difference between 
the payments requested and received 



• From interviews and statistics, deter- 
mine the time required to process 
guarantee agencies' requests for 
default payments, and the difference 
between payments requested and those 
received 



• From interviews and program statis- 
tics, estimate the number of loan 
defaults Incorrectly paid by the 
Federal government 
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GSL COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCIUATiON SUBSYSTEM 
6J Loan Write-Off Activity 



EFFECTS 



a« Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



MEASURES 



• Time recipients spend in 
responding to collection 
attempts 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution and lender 
case stiKiies 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From case studies, determine sub- 
jectively from knowledgeable 
persons the time GSL recipients 
^>e^yd in responding to collection 
attempts (e.g«^ number of phone 
calls, letters, etc.) 



b. Administrative Cost 
^ (Federal Governinent) 



# Costs to Federal government 
arising from loan write-offs 



m CCS budget 
# Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



• From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, determine costs to the Fed- 
eral government arising from pro- 
cessing loan write-offs 



c* Net Revenue 

(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



# Difference between revenues 
generated from loan write- 
offs and costs associated 
with this activity 



Guarantee agency case 
studies 

Guarantee agency bixiget 
documents and financial 
statements 



From case studies and financial docu- 
ments! determine the income lenders 
receive from loan write-offs; sid>- 
tract the costs for processing them 



d* Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



Difference between revenues 
generated from loan write- 
offs and costs associated 
with this activityi as a per- 
centage of total GSL volume 



Lender case studies 
Lender financial state* 
ments 



From case studies and financial state- 
ments, calculate the income lenders 
receive from Ic^n write-^offs; sub- 
tract costs for (Staining this income; 
then divide the result by total OSL 
volume 
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GSL COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.7 Loan Write-Off Activity (Continued) 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



Certainty of Funds 
(Lender) 



Time between the lenders' 
request for loan write- 
off payments from guarantee 
agencies and their receipt 
of the f nrKis 

Difference between lenders' 
payment requests and the 
funds they actually receive 



DATA SOURCES 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 

• Statistics from guaran- 
tee agencies 



f. Certainty of Funds 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



Time between guarantee 
agencies* requests fcH* loan 
write-off payments and their 
receipt of tive funds 
Difference between the guar- 
antee agencies' payment 
requests and the funds they 
actually receive 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
GSL paym^ts statistics 



g. Miscalculation/Error • 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Lender) 

(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 



Errors made in determin- 
ation of loan write-offs 



• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• GSL program statistics 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From case studies and statistics, 
determine the time required to pro- 
cess lenders' requests for loan write- 
off paymerts, and the difference 
between the payments requested and 
those received 



• From interviews and statistics, deter- 
mine the time required to process 
guarantee agencies' re<^iest$ for loan 
write-off payments, and the differ- 
ence between the payments requested 
and those received 



• From interviews and program statis 
tics, estimate the number of loan 
write-offs incorrectly paid by the 
Federal government 
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GSLCOMPOr^NT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCIUATiON SUBSYSTEM 
6.8 GA Reportfa^ Activity 



EFFECTS 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Governinent) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to Federal government 
of processing Call Reports 



DATA SOURCES 

• Budget(s) of relevant ED 
braiK:h or branches 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From Inttfviews and budget docu- 
mentSy determine Federal adminis- 
strative costs attributable to pro- 
cessing Call Reports 



Net Revenue 
(State/Guar an tee 
Agency) 



Costs to ^arantee agencies 
of completing Call Reports 



• Guarantee agoicy tnidget 
documents 

• Guarantee agency case 
studies 



From budget <bcuments and inter - 
viewsy determine costs to guarantee 
agencies attributable to con^leting 
Call Reports 



Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



• Costs to l«Kiers of com- 
pleting Call Reports, as 
a percentage of total GSL 
volume 



Lender case studies 
Lender fir^ncial state- 
ments 



From case studies and financial state- 
mentSf determine costs to lenders of 
completing Call Reports^ divide this 
figure 1^ loaui volume 



Ava.tability of Program 
information 
(Federal Government) 
(State/Guarantee 
Agency) 
(Lender) 



Accuracy and usefulness of 
Cail Report data 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Guarantee agency and 
lender case studies 



• From interviews and case sttxliesy 
subjectively determine from l<now- 
ledgeable persons the accuracy and 
usefulness of Cail Report data 



Fund Control 
(Federal Government) 



Completeness of Call Report 
data 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
GSL statistics 



From interviews and statistics* deter- 
mine the percentage of total loan 
volume represented on Call Reports 
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GSL COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT REC(»^ILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.9 Under Review Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of lender review 



DATA SOURCES 

LRS budget 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, determine Federal administra- 
tive costs attributable to the lender 
review activity 



Rate of Return 
(Lender) 



• Costs to lenders of comply- 
ing with the revievM^ process, 
as a percentage of total GSL 
volume 



Lender case studies 
Lender financial state- 
ments 



From case studies and financial docu- 
mentSi determine the costs to lenders 
of complying with the review process; 
divide this figure by loan volume 



Fund Control 
(Federal Government) 
(Lender) 



• Funds recovered from lenders 
because of review findings 



LRS statistics 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



From interviews and statist ics, deter- 
mine the dollar amount of f tmds the 
Federal government recovers due to 
lender reviews 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.1 Budget Developnient Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Administrative C^sts 
(Federal Government) 



Costs to Federal government 
of biKlget development 



• DPPD and OPBE budgets 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



From interviews and biKiget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the budget 
develc^ment activity 



U1 



Certainty of Funds 
(Institutti^ 
(Applicant /Family) 



Time elapsed from expected 
budget approval date to the 
date of actual approval 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Budget data 



Using interviews and budget datai 
determine the number of days between 
expected approval and actual approval 
of the budget in past years 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

U PRE-APPLICATICW SUBSYSTEM 
1.2 PrmmUgatian of RegulatioriS Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a* Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



# Costs to Federal government 
of promulgating regulations 



DATA SOURCES 

# DPPD budget 

# Interviews with af^ro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documentSi 
determiiw Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the regulations 
promulgation activity 



b« Certainty of Funds 
(Institution) 
(Af>plicant/Family) 



Time between expected |xjb- 
lication of final regulations 
and actual publication 



m Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
# Federal RcRlster 



From the Federal Register and inter- 
views, determine the number of days 
between expected publication of the 
final regulations and actual pdl)lica- 
tion in past years 



c» Administrative Costs 
(Preparatory) 
(Institt.cion) 



Costs to institutions of 
adapting their procedures 
in response to promulgation 
of regulations 



• Institution case stiKiies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

m National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutiixis of adapting 
their procedures in response to the 
promulgation of regulations 
Estimate t^ relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and charac- 
teristics, from SISFAP 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPUCATiON SUBSYSTEM 
1.3 Forms Developnient Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



• Costs to Federal government 
of forms development 



• DPPD and DPO budgets 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, deterrmine FcKferal adminiis- 
trative costs attributable to the 
forms develi^ment activity 



b. Administrative Costs 
(Preparatory) 
(institution) 



Costs to InstitutiMis of 
adapting their procedures 
in response to development 
of forms 



• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of adapting 
their {M'ocedwes in response to devel- 
opment of torms 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

U PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1*^ bistituttonal Eligtt>Uity Determination Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Fe<teral government 
of determining institutional 
eligibility 



DATA SOURCES 

# EAES budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the determin- 
ation of institutional eligibility 



bw Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Cost to institutions of com 
plying with the eligibility 
determination process 



# 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of complying 
with the eligibility determination 
process 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 



Certainty of Funds 

(institution) 

(Applicant/Family) 



Time between institutions* 
receipt of the Eligibility 
Certification Letter (ECL) 
frcm EAES and the start of 
the academic year 
Percentage of institutions 
not receiving a determin- 
ation of eligibility 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED persi^nel 
Institution case studies 
Statistics on the eligibil- 
ity determination process 



From case studies, statistics, and 
interviews, estimate the time between 
institutions* receipt of ECL and the 
begirwiing of the academic year 
From available statistics and inter- 
views, determine the percentage of 
institutions n jt receiving a determin- 
ation of eligibility 
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I. PRE-APPLICATiON SUBSYSTEM 
1.5 institutional Certification Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



• Costs to F€^deral government 
of certifying institutions 



DATA SOURCES 

DCPR and ILCB budgets 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the institutional 
certification activity 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Cost to institutions of com- 
plying with the certifica- 
tion process 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission stiKly 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of complying 
with the certification process 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 



Certainty of Funds 

(Institution) 

(Applicant/Family) 



Time between institutions' 
receipt of the Program 
Participation Agreement (PPA) 
from ILCB and the start of 
the academic year 
Percentage of institutions 
not t>eing certified 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Institution case studies 
Statistics on the certi- 
fication process 



From case studies, statistics, and 
interviews, estimate the time between 
institutions' receipt of the PPA and 
the begifwing of tfie academic year 
From available statistics and inter- 
views, determine the percentage of 
institutions not being certified 
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CAMPUS'BASED COMPONENT 

I. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.6 Low Income School List Devetapment Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Govern»nent) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of develc^ing the low income 
school list 



DATA SOURCES 

• Budget(s) of relevant EO 
branch or branches 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget docu- 
n>ents, detef mine Federal adminis- 
trative costs attritxjtabie to the 
low income school list development 
activity 



Adininistfdtive Costs 
(State) 



f 

o 



• Costs to states of aiding 
in development of the low 
income school list 



• State Education Authority 
case studies 



From case studiesi estimate states' 
costs of helping identify low income 
schools 



163 



164 



DRAFT 



CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.7 State Alkxration Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Adininistrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



• Costs to Federal government 
of allocating funds to states 



DPO budgets 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



• From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the state allo> 
cation activity 



r 



Distribution of Aid 
(State) 
(Institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



Differences among states in 
the allocation of funds 



Report to Congress 
on "Inconsistencies in 
Awarding Financial Aid 
to Students under Four 
Federal Programs'* 



From the rejXM-t to Congress, deter- 
mine differences in state allocations 
not accounted for by differences in 
students, income, etc., and their 
effects on institutions and students 
within states 



165 



166 



DRAFT 



CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

1. PRE- APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
M Institutional Application lor Finds Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Governinent) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to Federal government 
of processing FISAP forms 



DATA SOURCES 

^get(s) of relevant ED 
branch or branches 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED perscMinel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and biKlget docu- 
ments, determine Federal administra- 
tive costs attributable to processing 
FISAP forms 



b. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



Costs to institutions of com- 
pleting FISAP forms 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
ticHi costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies tlie administrative 
costs to institutions of completing 
FISAP forms 

Estimate the relation^ip between 
tt^ magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.9 Initial Institutional Allocation Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



Costs to Federal government 
of determining institutions' 
initial allocations 



• DPO budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



Certainty of Funds 

(Institution) 

(Applicant/Family) 



Time between institutions* 
notificaticHi of their initial 
allocations and the start of 
the academic year 
Percentage of institutions 
filing appeals 



# DPO data 

# Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, determine Federal adminis- 
trative costs attributable to the 
initial institution allocation activity 



• From DPO data and interviews, deter- 
mine usual mailing date of initial 
allocation notifications compared to 
the start of the academic year for 
most schools 

• Determine percentage of institutions 
filing appeals of their initial author- 
izations, using DPO statistics 
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EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



b. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(Institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



CAMPUS-BASED COMPC»NENT 

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.10 Appeal of initial Allocation Activity 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of processing appeals 



DATA SOURCES 

DPO budget 
interviews with appro- 
priate ED {>ers(MiiwI 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, determine Fecteral adminis- 
trative costs of processing appeals 



Costs to institutions of 
filing appeals 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
ticwi costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of filing af^als 
Estimate tlw relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutl(Nial procedures and char- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 



Difference between institu- 
tions' initial and final allo- 
cations 

Time required to process 
appeals 



• DPO data 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate personnel 



From DPO data, determine the change 
in institutions' allocations granted 
by the appeals panel 
Estimate the time required to process 
appeals, from DPO data and interviews 
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CAMPUS-BASED CCNMPONENT 

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
1.1 i Final Allocation Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federai Government) 



Costs to Federal government 
of disbursing final alloca- 
tions to institutions 



• DPO budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



b. Certainty of Funds • 
(Institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



Difference in the timing and 
amoiMit of funds between the 
amounts authorized and those 
expected by institutions 



• FISAP 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• Institution case studies 



c. Distribution of Aid 
(Institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Differences among institu- 
tions in the magnitude of 
their allocations 



• Report to Congress 
on "Inconsistencies in 
Awarding FinarK:ial Aid 
to Students imder Four 
Federal Programs" 

• FISAP 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, determine the Federal admin- 
istrative costs attributable to 
disbursing final allocations to insti- 
tutions 



• From FISAP, determine the changes 
in institutions' funding levels in prior 
years 

• Estifnate the time between institu- 
tions' receipt of final allocations and 
the start of the acactemic year, from 
case studies and interviews 



• From the report to Congress, estimate 
differences in institutional alloca- 
tions apparently unrelated to factors 
such as size, need of students, etc. 

• Categorize institutions by like char- 
acteristics, and determine the differ- 
ences within and between groi4>s in 
the allocaticH) of Campus-Based aid 
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CAMPUS-BASBD COMPONENT 



2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.1 Financial Statement Processii^ Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Application Costs 
(Application/Family) 



MEASURES 



• Fees charged to applicants 
to process their financial 
statements 



DATA SOURCES 



• I>ata from processors 



b. Applicant Time • Time required by applicants # Institution case studies 

(Applicant/Family) to complete a "typical" • REHAB/MACRO final 

financial statement report, "Field Testing 

of 1982-83 BEOG Appli- 
cation Forms" 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• Using data from approved processors, 
detcn'mine the number of af^licants 
using eadi processor, and the fees 
charged by the processors 



• From case studies, subjectively deter- 
mine from knowledgeable persons the 
time required to complete a "typical" 
financial statement 

• Compare a "typical" financial state- 
ment to applications field tested in 
the REHAB report, in terms of number 
and type of questions, etc.} based on 
this comparison, estimate the time 
required to complete a "typical" finan- 
cial statement by adjusting the REHAB 
report's time measurement for com- 
pleting that statement to account 

for differences between the two forms 

• Estimate the relati<MYship between 
changes in the finaixiial statement 
form and applicant time, using REHAB 
report statistics on time required to 
complete alternative application forms 



176 



DRAFT 



CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 



2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.1 Financial Statement Processing Activity (Continued) 



EFFECTS 



c* Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



MEASURED 



Time between submission of 
an application and the stu- 
dent's notilication on the 
status of his or her appli- 
cation 



DATA SOURCES 
• Data from processors 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Using statistics from processors, 
determine the time it takes to pro- 
cess an application 



d* MhcLilcun rror 
(Applicant/i awwiy) 
(Fedefil Government) 
(institution) 



Errors applicants commit on 
their financial statements 



Stage One QC Study 
REHAB/MACRO final 
report, "Field Testing 
of 1982-83 BEOG Appli- 
cation Forms" 



For Campus-Based recipients in the 
QC sample* determine the frequency 
and magnitude of errors projected on 
a "typical" financial statement com- 
pleted in the same manner as the Pell 
application 

From the QC study and REHAd report, 
use the error pattern on the Pell 
application to project the incidence 
of errors for individual items on the 
"typical" financial statement 



Data Base Vulnerability 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Ease with which confidential 
student application informa- 
tion is accessed 



Data from processors 



Determine the number and positions 
of pers<Kis with access to confidential 
stiKient application information and 
procedures for controlling this access, 
from processors* data 



1.77 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONE^n' 



2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.2 Sti|dent Application Activity 

EFFECTS MEASURES DATA SOURCES 



a. Applicant Time • Amount of time applicants • Institution case studies 

(Applicant/Family) require to complete a • REHAB/MACRO final 

"typical" Campus -Based report, "Field Testing 

aid application of 1982-83 BEOG Appli- 

cation Forms" 



CO 



b. Turriaround Ti»ne • Time between submission of • Institution case studies 

(Applicant/Family) an application and the stu- 

dent's notification of the 
status of his or her appli- 
cation 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From case studies, subjectively 
determine from knowledgeable per- 
sons the time required to complete 
a "typical" application for Campus- 
Based aid 

• Compare a "typical" application for 
Campus-Based aid to the ap>plications 
fields tested in the REHAB report 

in terms of number and type of ques- 
tions, etc; based on this comparison, 
estimate the time required to com- 
plete a "typical" application for 
Campus- Based aid by using REHAB 
report time measurements on com- 
pleting those forms to account for 
differences in the two forms 

• Estimate the relationship between 
changes in the applications form 
and applicant time, using REHAB 
report statistics on the time needed 
to complete alternative application 
forms 



• From case studies, determine the time 
it takes to process an application 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 



2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.2 Student Application Activity (Continued) 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



c. Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(institution) 



• Errors committed by appli- 
cants on their Campus-Based 
aid applications 



DATA SOURCES 

Stage One QC study 
REHAB/MACRO final 
report, "Field Testing 
of 1982-83 BEOG Appli- 
cation Forms" 



d- Distribution of Aid • Probability of students with • SISFAP 

(Applicant/Family) given characteristics apply- • High School and Beyond 

ing for Campus-Based aid study 
programs 



Availability of Program • Percentage of students and • High School and Beyond 
Information their families with knowledge study 

(Applicant/Family) about the Campus-Based aid 

programs 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 



• For Campus-Based recipients in the 
QC sample, determine the frequency 
and magnitude of errors projected on 
a "typical" Campus-Based application 
completed in the same manner as the 
Pell application 

• From the QC study and REHAB report, 
use the error pattern wi the Pell 
application to project the incidence 

of errors for iridividual application 
items on a "typical" Campus-Based 
application 



• Categorize students by like character- 
istics; from SISFAP and the study, 
determine the probability that a stu- 
dent in a given category will apply 
for Campus-Based aid 



• From the High School and P^/ond 
survey of senior high school students 
and their familiesi determine the per- 
centage of students and families with 
some knowledge of Campus-Based aid 
programs 



k 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM 
2.2 Student Application Activity (Continued) 



EFFECTS 



Data Base Vulnerability 
(Applicant/Family) 



MEASURES 



• Ease with which ccMifidential 
student applicaticn infcwfna- 
tion is accessed 



DATA SOURCES 



• Institution case studies 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine the number and position 
of persons with access to confidential 
student application information and 
procedures controlling this access, 
from case studies 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



« Costs to institutions of 
processing students* appli 
cations 



• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• 5ISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs of processing students' appli- 
cations 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
instituti<x)al characteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

3. STUDENT ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM 
3.1 Stud^t Eligibility Determination Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



00 



b* Turnarou»id Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Costs to institutions of 
determining applicants* 
eligibility 



Time between students* sub- 
mission of the application 
to institutions and notifica- 
tion of their eligibility for 
Campus-Based aid programs 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu-^ 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• Stage One QC study 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Institution case studies 
SISFAP 



Deter. -line from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of determining 
applicants' eligibility 
Using QC data, deter mirw the per- 
centage of institutions validating 
categorical eligibility items (citizen- 
ship^ loan default, etc«) 



From case studies, determine the 
time institutions require to deter- 
mine students' eligibility 
Identify institutional procedures 
which might impact the magnitude 
of this effect, and estimate the per- 
centage of institutions employing 
these procedures^ from SISFAP 
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M isca k:u la t ion / Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Institution) 
(Federal Government) 
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Errors committed in the 
eligibility determination 
process 



# Stage One QC study 



From QC data, determine the number 
and percent of Campus-Based recip- 
ients in the QC sample whose cate- 
gorical eligibility was incorrectly 
calculated 

Estimate the relationship between 
categorical eligibility errors and 
institution procedures, characteris- 
tics, and whether they validate those 
items, using QC data 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONC^rr 

3. STrtDENT ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM 
3.2 Optiooal Valkiatkin Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to institutions of 
validating applicants 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case stiKlies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• Stage One QC study 

• 5ISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs of validating applicants 
Estimate the number of institutions 
conducting their own validation, 
from the QC study 



I 

00 



Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time applicants require 
to comply with validation 



Institution case studes 



From case studies, determine sub- 
jectively from knowledgeable persons 
the time applicants require to comply 
with validation procedures 



Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time between applicants* 
receipt of the validation 
notice ana the completion 
of validation 



# Institution case studies 



• From institution case studies, esti- 
mate the average time required to 
complete validation 



Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Institution) 
(Federal Governinent) 



# The impact of validation 
on student error 



0 Stage One QC study 



• Estimate the relationship between 
validation and student error, using 
Stage One QC data 



Data Base Vulnerability 
(Applicant/Family) 



Ease with which confidential 
student information provided 
during validation is accessed 



• Institution case studies 



From case studies, determine insti- 
tutional procedures for controlling 
access to informs tii^n provided by 
students during validaticHi 
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CAMPUS-BASEO COMPONENT 

STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SUBSYSTEM 
^.i Student Award Calculation Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
determining applicants' 
awards 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of determining 
applicants' awards 
Estimate the relation^ip between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



Turjiaround Ticne 
(Applicant /Family) 



• Time between institutions' 
determination of students' 
eligibility and their receipt 
of award letters 



• Institution case studies 

• SISFAP 



From case studies, determine the 
time instituticNis require to deter- 
mine award amounts 
Identify institutional procedures 
which might impact the magnitude 
of this ef fecty and estimate the per- 
centage of institutions employing 
these procedures, from SISFAP 



c. Certainty of Fun< 
(Applicant/Family/ 



Probability that an eligible 
applicant will receive an 
award 



• SISFAP 



• From SISFAP, determine the percent- 
age of students applying for, but not 
receiving, Campus- Based aid 



d. Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Institution) 
(Federal Government) 



• Awards distributed in excess 
of tht allowable maximum 



SISFAP 



Estimate the frequency and magnitude 
of institutions disbursing awards 
that exceed the maximum allowable 
under the regulations, using SISFAP 
data 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SUBSYSTEM 
4 ( Student Award Caioilation Activity (Continued) 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



e. Distribution of Aid 
(Applicant/Family) 



Prol>ability that a student 
with given characteristics 
will receive Campus-Based 
aid of a given amoimt 



DATA SOURCES 

• SISFAP 

• FISAP 

• ISFAM 

• Report to Congress 
on "Inconsistencies In 
Awarding Financial Aid 
to Students under Four 
Federal Programs" 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Categorize students according to like 
diaract^istlcsf compare the percent 
of students receivii^ awards and the 
award amounts witfsin and between 
groins, from SIS:*AP and FISAP 
Using SISFAP data, evaluate differ- 
ences in pad<aging f^ilosophy among 
schools 

Simulate the effect of changes in 
packaging philosophies on distribution 
of Campus-Based aid, using ISFAM 
From the repcN-t to Congress, esti- 
mate differences in student awards, 
remaining need, etc. among students 
at different schools 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.1 Establishment of Letter of Credit Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASieRES 



• Costs to Fefieral government 
of establishing the letter 
of credit system 



DATA SOURCES 

• EDFMTS budget 

• Intervlev/s with aj^ro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget (kxnjments, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the establish- 
ment of letter of credit activity 



Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



f 

ao 



• Costs to institutions of 
the procedures required 
to receive funds through 
a letter of credit account 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

NaticMial Commission study 
SISFAP 



l^termlne from case studies and other 
relevant studies th^ adminbtrative 
costs to institutions of establishii^ 
a letter of credit account 
Estimate the relation^ip between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Institution) 



Time between institution's 
request for establishment 
of a letter of credit account 
and establishment of the 
account 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Statistics from EDPMTS 



From interviews and statistics, cal- 
culate the time the Federal govern- 
nrent takes to establi^rti a letter of 
credit account 
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EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



b. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 

t 



c. Certainty of Funds 
(Applicant/Family) 
(institution) 



CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.2 Establishment of Cash Request System Activity 



DRAFT 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of establishing the cash 
request system 



DATA SOURCES 

• EDPMTS budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate EH Dersonnei 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the establish- 
ment of cash request system activity 



• Costs to institutions of pro- • 
cedures required to receive • 
funds through a cash request 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study oi institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
51SFAP 



Determir^ from case studies and other 
relevant sttKlles the administrative 
costs to institutions of estsiblish- 
ing a cash request system 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
ce<KjreS| from SISFAP 



Time between institution's 
request for establishment of 
a cash request account and 
establishment of the account 
Difference between institu- 
ticHi's request for funds and 
the initial payment actually 
authorized 



Interviews with ap>pro- 
priate ED persc«inel 
Statistics from DPMTS 



From interviews and statistics, cai- 
calculate the time tl.e Federal govern- 
ment takes to establish a cash request 
system 

Calculate, from statistics, the differ- 
ence between the institution's initial 
request and the funds it actually 
receives 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.3 Award Acceptance Activity 



EFFECTS 



Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



MEASURES 



• Co^ts to institutions of 
processing award acceptance 
letters 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case studies 

• NA5FAA study of insti- 
tuion costs 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time between the students* 
notification of tt^ir award 
amount and the institution's 
initiation of disbursement 
procedures 



• institution case studies 
t SISFAP 



c. Appltcant/Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Time required by applicants 
to accept their awards 



Institution case studies 



d* Distribution of Aid 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Probability that a student 
with a given set of charac- 
teristics will reject Campus- 
Based aid 



• SISFAP 
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ANALYSIS METHODS 

# Determine f/om case studies and other 
studies the administrative costs to 
institutions of processing award 
acceptance letters 

# Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional c^racteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



• From case studies, estimate the time 
institutions require to process an 
award acceptance letter and to begin 
disbwsement procedures 

# Identify institutional procedures 
which might impact the magnitude of 
this effect, and estimate the per- 
centage of institutions employing 
these procedures, from SISFAP 



• From case stiKlies, estimate the time 
requircKi by students to complete 
the award acceptance process 



m Categorize students by like character 
istics and compare tl^ percentage of 
students rejecting aid within and 
between groups, from SISFAP 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
SEOG Disbursement Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



in 
I 

00 
00 



b. Turnaround Tifne 
(Applicant/Family) 



Costs to instituticMis of 
disbursing SEOG to students 



DATA SOURCES 

• InstituticMi case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Time between students' 
notification of their award 
amount and receipt of their 
funds 



• Institution case studies 

• SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant stu<1ic s tiie administrative 
costs to institu ions of disbirsing 
SEOG to students 
Estimate the relationshiip between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutiofuil characteristics, pro- 
cedures, and number of di^rsement 
periods, from SISFAP data 



From case studies, determine the time 
institution^equire to di^nirse funds 
to students 

Identify institutional procedures 
which might impact the magnitude of 
this effect, and estimate the percent- 
age of institutions employing these 
procedures, from SISFAP 



Miscalculation/Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(Institution) 



Errors committed in the dis- 
tribution of SEOG funds 



Appropriate audit findings • From audit findings, determine the 

frequency and magnitude of errors 
made in SEOG disbursen^ts 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5,5, NDSL Disbursement Activity 



EFFECTS 



,a« Adintnistrative Costs 
(institution) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to institutions of 
dislHjrsing NDSL to students 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission study 

• SISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine from case studies and otiier 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of disbursing 
NDSL to students 
Estimate the relationship Isetwsen 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics* pro- 
cedures, and numt>er of disbursement 
periods from SISFAP data 



b. Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Time t>etween students' 
notification of their award 
amount and receipt of their 
funds 



Institution case studies 
SISFAP 



From case studies, determine the time 
institutions require to disburse funds 
to students 

Identify institutional procedures 
which might impact the nuignitude of 
this effect* and estimate the percent- 
age of institutions employing these 
procedures* from SISFAP 



c. Miscalculation/Error 
(Af^Iicant/Famlly) 
(Federal Government) 
(Institution) 



Errors committed in the dis- 
tribution of NDSL funds 



• Appropriate audit findings 



From audi, ndings* determine the 
frequency and magnitude of errors 
made in NDSL disbursements 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM 
5.6. CWS Disbursement Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
( bis tt tut ton) 



MEASURES 



• Costs to institutions of 
disbursing CWS to students 



DATA SOURCES 

Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutiiMis of disbitt-sing 
CWS to students 

Estimate the relati<mship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics, pro- 
cedures, and number of disbursement 
periods, from SISFAP data 



b. Turnaround Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



Tw'k: between students' 
r;- if cation of their award 
amount and receipt of their 
funds 



m Institution case studies 
• SISFAP 



From case studies, determine the time 
institutions re<^ire to disburse funds 
to students 

Identify Institutional procedures 
which might impact the magnitude of 
this effect, and estimate the percent- 
age of institutions einploying these 
procedures, from SISFAP 



c. Miscalculation /Error 
(Applicant/Family) 
(Federal Government) 
(institution) 



Errors committed in the dis 
tribution of CWS funds 



Appropriate audit findings • From audit findings, determine the 

fret^iency and magnitude of errors 
made in CWS disbursements 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 



6. ACCOUNT RECONCIUATiON SUBSYSTEM 
6.1 SEOG Reconciliation Activity 



EFFECTS 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of reconciling SEOG acctHints 
(mostly consisting of costs 
of processing the FISAP) 



DATA SOURCES 

• OPO budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the SEOG 
accoimt reconciliation activity 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



Costs to ini.4itutions of 
reconciling their accounts 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



From case studies and other relevant 
studies, determine the administrative 
costs to institutions of recorK:iling 
their accounts 

Estinnate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
ceditt-es, from SISFAP 



Fund Control 
(Institution) 
(Federal Government) 



• Change in institutions' 
accounts caused by reconcil- 
ing their accoimts 



FISAP 



From the FISAP data, determine the 
change in institutions' SEOG author- 
izations occtrring after the program 
year ends, caused by the reconcil- 
iation process 
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6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.2 CWS ReConcUiation Activity 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Governmenty 



MEASURES 



• Costs to Federal government 
of reconciling CWS accounts 
(mostly ccMisisting of costs 
for processing the FISAP) 



DATA SOURCES 

• DPO budget 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED persmnel 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
reconciling their accounts 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Fund Control 
(Institution) 
(Federal Government) 



Change in institutions' 
accounts caused by reconcil- 
ing their accounts 



FISAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



• From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Fcnieral administrative 
costs attrUxitable to the CWS account 
recortciliation activity 



• From case studies and other* relevant 
studies, determine the administ. ative 
costs to institutions of reconciling 
their ^counts 

• Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and pro- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



• From the FISAP data, determine the 
change in institutions' CWS author- 
izations occurring after the program 
year ends, caused by the reconciliation 
process 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.3 NDSL Repayment Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



Costs to instituticNis of 
processing students' 
repayme it activities 



Institution case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of the NDSL 
repayment activity 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics from SISFAP 



b. Availability of Program 
Information 
(Applicant/Family) 



• NDSL recipients' understand- 
ing of terms and obligations 
of their loans 



• Institution case studies 



• From case studies, determine the 
subjective c^lnions of knowledgeable 
persons on the percentage of NDSL 
recipients who do not understand 
the conditions in their loans 



c. Applicant Time 
(Ap>plicant/Family) 



Amoimt of time recipients 
require to submit loan pay- 
ments 



Institution case studies 



From case studies, determine sub- 
jectively from knowledgeable persons 
the time NDSL recipients require to 
submit loan payments 



d. Availability of NDSL 
Loan Capital 
(institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Loan capital made available 
by student payments 



FISAP 



• From FISAP, determine the amount of 
NDSL capital made available from 
student payments for different insti- 
tutions 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.3 NDSt Repayment Activity (Continued) 

EFFECTS MEASURES DATA SOURCES ANALYSIS METHODS 



e. Certainty of Funds • Percentage of required pay- • FISAP • Determine the rate at which students 

(Institution) noents actually si^mitted submit required payments, from FISAP 

to institutions • Estimate the relationship between 

the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics using 
FISAP data 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONClUATiON SIASYSTEM 
6.^ Repajrmefit Deferment Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
processing deferm<»it 
reqiH^sts 



DATA SOURCES 

InstitutiiMi case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commission study 
SISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies tfie administrative 
cJsts to instituticMis of processing 
deferment requests 
Estimate the relationship tietween 
the magnitudks of tfiis effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics, from SISFAP 



so 

Ul 



b. Applicant Time 
(Institution) 



• Time tne student spends in 
filing a deferment request 



• Institution case studies 



• From cane studies, estimate the time 
students spend in filing deferment 
requests 



c. Availability of NDSL 
' Loan Capital 
(Institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Reduction in available NDSL 
loan capital because of repay < 
ment deferments 



• FISAP 



Frofn FISAP, determine the amount 
of loans in deferment for different 
schools 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics, using 
FISAP data 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM * 
6.5 Loan Cancellation Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



MEASURES 



I- 



b. Applicant Time 
(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
processing cancellation 
requests 



• Time the student ^nds 
in filing a cancellation 
request 



L>A I \ SOURCES 



• I'.iition cas^ studies 

• NASFAA stud/ of institu> 
tion costs 

• National Cortimission study 

• SISFAP 



• Institution case studies 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine from case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of processing 
cancellation re<^iests 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics from SISFAP 



From case studies, estimate the ttme 
students spend in filing cancellation 
requests 



c. Availability of NDSL 
Loan Capital 
(Institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Reduction in available NDSL 
loan capital because of loan 
cancellations 



• FISAP 



From FISAP, determine the amount 
of loans cancelled for different 
schools 

Estimate the relationship between 
the niagnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics, using 
FISAP data 



d# Administrative Cost 
(Federal Government) 



• Costs to Federal government 
arising from loan cancella- 
tions 



n Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• Budget data from relevant 
ED branch or branches 



From interviews and budget docu- 
ments, determine the costs to process 
loan cancellation requests 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

6. ACCCXJNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.5 Loan Cancellation Activity (Contimied) 



EFFECTS 



e. Miscalculation/Error 
(Federal Government) 
(Institution) 
(Apjilicant/Family) 



MEASURES 



• Errors made in determining 
loan cancellations 



DATA SOURCES 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 

• FISAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and FISAP, attempt 
to determine errors made in deter- 
mination of loan cancellations 



Certainty of Funds 
(Institution) 



Time between institutions' 
requests for payment for 
cancelled loans and receipt 
of the funds 

Differ^Kre between institu- 
tions' requests and the funds 
they actually receive 



• Interviews with af^ro- 
priate ED personnel 

• Program statistics 



From interviewst estimate tlw time 
required to process loan cancellation 
reqi^ts 

Determine the difference between 
institutions' request for cancellation 
payments and the funds they actually 
receive, using program statistics 
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CAMPUS-BA^D COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCIUATiON SUBSYSTEM 
6.6 U>an Default Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(faistitution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
atten^tir^ to collect late 
payments and of assigning 
defaulted to ED 



DATA SOURCES 

• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commission stiKJy 

• SISFAP 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



Determine fro,m case studies and other 
relevant studies the administrative 
costs to institutions of the loan 
default activity 

Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitucte of this effect and 
institutional procedures and char- 
acteristics from SISFAP 



b. Applicant Time 
(Applicant/Family) 



• Time the student spends 
in respcHiding to collection 
attempt 



• Institution case studies 

• Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



From case studies and interviews, 
estimate the time students spend in 
resp<mdir^ to collection attempts 



c. Availability of NDSL 
Loan Capital 
(institution) 
(Applicant/Family) 



Reduction in available NDSL 
loan capital because of loan 
defaults 



• FISAP 



From FISAP, determine amount of 
loans defaulted for different schools 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics, using 
FISAP dau 



d. Administrative Cost 
(Federal Government) 



• Costs to Federal government 
arising from loan defaults 
and from attempting to 
collect delinquent loans 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Budget data from relevant 
ED branch or branches 



From interviews and budget data, 
determine the costs to process loan 
defaults and collect delinquent 
accounts 



ERIC 



219 



220 



CAMPUS-BASEO COMPOf^NT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCfUATION SUBSYSTEM 
6^ Loan Default Activity (Continued) 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



e. Miscalculation/Error 
(Federal Government) 
(Institution) 
(A^iicant/Famiiy) 



MEASURES 



• Errors made in determining 
loan defaults 



DATA SOURCES 

Interviews with appro- 
(M-iate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and program statis- 
tics, determine errors made in the 
determinaticNi of loan defaults 



Certainty of Funds 
(Institution) 



Time between institutions' 
requests for payment for 
defaulted loans and receipt 
of the ftmds 

Difference between institu- 
tions' requests and the funds 
they actually receive 



Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 
Program statistics 



From interviews, estimate the time 
rei^ired to process loan default 
requests 

Determine the difference between 
institutions' request for default 
payments and the funds they ^tually 
receive, using program statistics 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 



6. ACCOUNT RECONaUATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.7 NDSL Recanciliatkjn Activity 



EFFECTS 



Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



MEASURES 



Costs to Federal government 
of reconciling NDSL accoiMits 
(mostly consisting of costs 
of processing the FiSAP) 



DATA SOURCES 

DPO txjdget 

Int^ views with appro < 

|M-iate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the NDSL 
account reconciliation activity 



b. Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
reconciling their NDSL 
accounts 



Instituti(Mi case studies 
NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

National Commissi^ stiKly 
SISFAP 



From case studies and other relevant 
studies, determine the administrative 
costs to institutions of reconciling 
NDSL accounts 

Estin^te the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutimial diaracteristics and pco- 
cedures, from SISFAP 



Fund Control 
(Institution) 
(Federal Government) 



• Change in institutions' 
accounts caused by reconcil- 
ing their accounts 



• FISAP 



• From FISAP data, determine changes 
in institutkxis' authorizations occur- 
ring after the program year ends, 
caused by the reconciliation process 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.8 iVogram Review and Audit Activity 



DRAFT 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



Costs to Federal government 
of filing program reviews and 
audits 



DATA SOURCES 

DCPR Budget 
Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and budget documents* 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to the program 
review and audit filing activity 



b. Administrative Costs 
(institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
conducting program reviews 
and audits 



• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• Nati(Mial Commission study 

• SISFAP 



From case studies and other relevant 
studies, (ktermine the administrative 
costs to institutions of conchjctir^ 
program reviews and audits 
Estimate the relationship between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
instltutiooal characteristics and 
procedures from SISFAP 



c. Fund Control 

(Federal Governf^ent) 
(Institution) 



• Funds recovered from insti- 
tutions because of program 
review and audit findings 



• CD statistics on program 
reviews 

• Institution audit findings 



From audit fi idings and statistics, 
determine the funds the Federal 
government recovers due to institu- 
tion reviews and audits 
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CAMPUS-BASED COMPONENT 

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM 
6.9 ED Program Reviews Activity 



EFFECTS 



MEASURES 



DATA SOURCES 



a. Administrative Costs 
(Federal Government) 



• Costs to Federal government • DCPR Budget 

of conducting program reviews • Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personnel 



ANALYSIS METHODS 



From interviews and iHidget documents, 
determine Federal administrative 
costs attributable to con^kKting 
program reviews 



o 



Administrative Costs 
(Institution) 



• Costs to institutions of 
complying with ED program 
reviews 



• Institution case studies 

• NASFAA study of institu- 
tion costs 

• National Commissicxi study 

• SISFAP 



From case studies and other relevant 
studies, determine the administrative 
costs to institutions of complying 
with ED program reviews 
Estimate the relation^ip between 
the magnitude of this effect and 
institutional characteristics and 
procedures from SISFAP 



c, Fufxl Control 

(Federal Government) 
(institution) 



• Funds recove^€^d from insti- 
tutions because of psogram 
review findings 



ED statistics on program 
reviews 

Interviews with appro- 
priate ED personr^l 



From audit findings and statistics, 
determine the fwds the Federal 
government recovers cfcie to reviews 
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APPENDIX A N 
TABLE OF DELIVERY SYSTEM ACTIVmES 
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APPEM)IX A B « A f T 

TAH£ OF DELIVERY SYSTSM ACTIVITIES 



TiM folliwfiig chart lists tlie activities whlcti are pvrt of the delivery si^ysteais for the three pro^aan. highlighting activities which are 
siflillar across jirograM by llelna thea up htrlxoetally. Asterisks (***) Indicate no slallv activity in that program ca^Nx^t. Ihe two digit 
RUi^s cwresfMMd to tJw logtcei order of activities withlw each prograni, so that slnllar activities <wyo»s ^ogrttu aay not have tte sa«e maiber. 
"Stallarlty.* as used In this chart, refars to activities that «*e nw^lv eqaivalent In terns of the program requlreaents. the actors i/nrolved, 
aod the relevant systea steps. The only activities that are coopletely identical across all three programs' are Institutional Eligibility 
Betemlnatlon* Inst 1 tot lenat C^tlflcatlon. 



SUBSYSTEM 



PELL AaiVITIES 



6SL ACTIVITIES 



CANPUS-BASEO ACTIVITIES 



\. Pre-Appl|c«tlM 



lei 
le2 

1.3 
1.4 

1.6 

lei 

le7 



1.8 
1.9 



Budget Forecasting 1.1 

Budget Developnent 1.2 

PromlgatfiM of tesdlatlms 1.3 

form wvolopaMt 1.4 

1.5 

lAstUvtloMl EltglMllty l.B 
DetemlMtfoo 

InfttUiittoMl Certlflcstloo 1.7 
CoRimter SysteM Bevlsloo 

1.8 

*** 

Cootract Si^iport 
*** 



DIstNTMMAt Syttm PlanAfng 
*** 

1.10 lostUiftlOiiBl Foods AutHorliatloo 
*** 

*** 

*** 



Bud^t Forecast 1m 
^Bod^t DevetOfMieol 
ProKnlfatloo of Begolatlo^s 

FOTM OOVOlOfMOt 

M Fmnos OsvelMomt 
lostitotlOMi CllglMllty 
Dstenifoitloii 

lostltutloool Cortlflcatloo 



Leodor Ell 



jiblllty 



Odt^lnatloo 



*** 



LI Budget Iteirelofnidfit 

1.2^ PromlgatiOB of RogMlatloos 

1.3 form OovelopMot 

1.4 Ifistltotfooal Eligibility 
Detenitoat loo 

1.5 lostltotlooal Cartlflcatloo 

*** 

*** 

1.6 LoM'IocofW School List DevelopMOt 

1.7 State Alli^atloo 

IJ fostftiitlooal Appllcatloo for Foods 

1.9 loltfal lostltotlooal Miocatloo 
l.tOAfipeal of loltUI A11a:at1oo 
l.li Floal Allocatloo 



2. Student Appllcatloo 



«#a 

2.1 Student Application 



2.1 StudMt Application 



2.1 Floancial Stateoent Processlfi^ 

2.2 Student Application 
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SUSSVSTEM 



3. Student CllglbllUy 
OdtamlAAtlM 



4. Studeflt BfifierU 
Calculation 



APPENDIX A i « A F T 

tabu: of MUVESY SYSOSM ALTIVITIES (Cbntlnued) 



KLL ACTIVITIES 



3.1 Student CllgllinUy 
OetenilMtlon 

3.2 ValldatfM 



*** 



fiSL /ACTIVITIES 



3.1 Student Eligibility 
Detenelaatloa 



*** 
*** 



CWOS-BAS£D ACTIVITIES 



3.1 Student Eligibility 

• OeteralMtlon 
*** 

3.2 Optional Validation 



4*1 Student /Ward CalctiUtlM (ROS) 
*** 

*** 

4*2 Sttident /Wdrd Catcylatlon (AOS) 
*** 



4.1 Oet^fMtfM of loM Umit% 

*** 

*** 

4.2 Deteniladttoii of lom Amunt 



4.1 Student Award aiculatfon 
*** 



S« fund Oisbursesent 



ERIC 



5*1 EstdblfsliMiit of Letter CredU 
*** 

5«2 CstebllslwMt of Cesli Heqoest 



5*3 OfsbtrseoMt to Insttttftlon 
*** 

5*4 OfstHTSOoeiit to Student (fWS) 
*** 

**# 

5*5 Oisburseiaent to Student (AOS) 
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5.1 Issuance of Proislssory Note 

*** 

5.2 Loan Deduct tons 

*** 

5*3 Guarantee Approval 
*** 

#** 

5.4 Loan Ofsbtrsement 
*** 

5*5 Interest and Sfieclal 
Allowance PayMmt 

5*6 A<liiln1stratfve Cost 
Allowance Pajfwent 
*** 



5*1 Establlshomt of Letter CredU 
5*2 Estati11sl«eMt of Cash Muest 



5*3 Award Acceptance 
*** 
*** 

5*4 seOG OlsNrsaeent 

5*5 NOSL Ofsbyrsaaent 
5*6 CU-S 01$tiirsa»>nt 
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B R A F T 



TPJBLE OF EffiUVERY SYSTEM ACnVITIES (Continued) 



SUiSTSTEM 



PCLL ilCTIVITICS 



6SL /ICTIflTIES 



OWPtiS-MSCS ACTIVITIES 



6. Account ll«c<Mcnfatf(M 



6.1 Student AcccNmt ReconclHatfon 



*** 



6«2 In$tUutfofi4l Account 

ReconcflUtlon 
«** 

*** 



6.3 Progras RevfM ami AudU 



$.1 Itote TrMSf^ or 
ServfclAfl Contract 



6.2 £iN*o11«iMt Status Report fng 
*** 

6*3 EntrMco Mto 6rac« and/or 

Oeferomt Par fod 
*** 

6.4 Oovek^iA^t of B«a>taMt Scte<fci1a 
*** 

6.9 LoM fle^>Wftt 
*** 

6.6 LoM Default 

6.7 LoM tirfte-off 

*** 

6.8 6A ftepcrtlog 

**# 

6«9 Lender ftevfew 
*** 



*** 



6a S£06 RecoftcllUtlon 
*** 

6*2 CM-S gecoocflfatfon 

6.3 NDSL Repayoent 

6«4 R o|> 4y M t Def^al 
*** 

6.5 NDSt Cancel I4t fan 

#«* 

6.6 NDSL Default 

6.7 WISL RecoffCfllatfoA 

6.8 Profran Revfen and Atidft 

#«* 

6.9 £0 Prolan flevfei^ 
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APPENDIX B 
D£SCRIPTION OP DATA SOURCES 



Applicant Based Model 



Mlcrosimulation nnodel designed to estimate the 
impact of changes in the Pell eligibility formula on 
Pell recipients and costs. 



FISAP 



Contains the financial application and report of fiscal 
operations for the Campus-3ased program. 



High School and Beyond 



1980 study of 38,000 high school seniors and sopho- 
mores, 1,015 secondary schools, and 7,000 parents. 
Data on applications for financial aid and knowledge 
of financial aid programs. 



ISF AM— integrated Stu- 
dent Financial Aid Model 



Microsimulation model designed to simultaneously 
predict recipients and costs fa- the Pell, G5L and 
Campus-Based programs. 



NASFAA Administrative 
Cost Sin^ey 



1975 study conducted by NASFAA of administrative 
costs at 312 postseccMidary educational institutions. 



National Commission StiKiy 



Study done for the National Commission on Student 
Financial Assistance in 1982 on the "Cost to Delivery 
Student Financial Aid on Camfxis." Nine institutions 
were studied, and detailed information on the cost to 
administer financial aid programs at these campuses 
was obtained. 



Pell Grant Disbivsement 
Data 



Detailed data concerning all financial transactions 
occurring in the Pell program. 



Pell Grant Quality Control 
Study 



Ones 1980-81 study of approximately <>,000 
Pell Grant recipients at 303 institutions. Data 
collected on processor errors, student errors, and 
institution errors in the Pell program. 



237 

B-l 



DRAFT 



Stage Twos Produced in i9Si-82. Merged the PeU 
student validation roster with the Stage One data to 
determine final error rates. 

Stage Threes Produced in 1982-&3. FaU survey of 
317 institutions and ^^,000 students to determine 
institutiortal compliance with new validation 
proce<kires« 



REHAB/MACRO Study "Field Testing of 1982-83 BEOG AppUcation Forms." 

Study done in 1980-81 to test three alternative 
applications forms with 391 students. Data collected 
on time required to complete form and errors made 
in completing the form. 



Report to the Coi^ess "Inccxisistencles in Awarding Financial Aid to 

Studoits Under Four Federal Programs." Study by 
the Comptroller General in 1979 of distrubution of 
Pell, GSL, SSIG, and Campus-Based aid at 23 
institutions, six regional offices* and ten state higher 
education authorities. 



SISFAP Study of Program Management Procedures in the 

Campus-Based and Basic Grant Programs 1979-80. 

Institution Questioiwiaire: Study of 172 institutions 
and their procedures, costs, etc. in ad minister in>» 
financial aid. ^ 

Financial Aid Office Questionnaire: Study of i72 
instituti(^' packaging philosophies. 

Student Questionnaire: Representative sample of 
10,961 students in postsecondary institutions. 
Demographic and financial aid data collected. 

Record Review Forms Data from school records for 
12,0*7 financial aid recipients- 
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APPENIMXC 
GLOSSARY 

L US, Department of Education ( ED) 

A. Secretary - Office of the Secretary of Educatim 

B. Finance - Office of the Finance-Controller, part of the Office of 
Management 

^' EDPMTS - Department of Education Payment System 

C. OPBE - Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation 
^- OPE - Office of Postsecondary Educati<xi 

1. EAES - Eligibility and Agency Evaluation Staff 
a. CEU - College EligibiUty Unit 

^' OSEU - Occupational School Eligibility Unit 

2. OSFA - Office of Student Financial Assistance 

n. Office of Student Financial Assistance ( OSFA) 

A. DPPD - DivisicMi of Policy and Program Development 

B. DCPR - Division of Certification and Program Review 

1. ILCB - Institution and Lender Certificaticwi Branch 

a. LRS - Lender Review Section 

DPO - Division of Program Operations 

^' GSL Ek'anch - Guaranteed Student Loan Branch 
al TBS - TransactiCTi and Billing Section 

b. CCS - Claims and Collections Section 

2* EDFMIS - Department of Education Financial Management Infor- 
mation System 

3. PIMS - Program Information and Monitoring System 

D. DSDD - Division of Systems Design and Development 

nL Other Fe<teral Agencies and Office 

A. AMPS - Assistance, Management, and Procurement Services 

B. FEDAC - Federal Education Data Acquisition Services 

C. GPO - Government Printing Office 
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0MB ~ Office of Management and Budget, in the Executive Office of the 
PrSIdent 

SLMA - Student Loan Marketing Association (a federally initiated 
private corporation; also known as **SalUe Mae") 

Treasury - Treasury Department 

IV. Agencies and Offices 

A. BCS - Boeing Computer Services (processor /contractor) 

B. GA - State guarantee agencies 

C. tnstitutiqi - a postsecondary institution eligible to administer Title IV 
programs 

D- MDE - Multiple Data Entry (processors/contractors for processing 
student applications)! 

o ACT - American College Testing 

o CSS " College ScJiolarship Service 

o PHEAA - Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Authority 

o SAAC - Student Aid i^lication of California 

V. Miscellaneous Acraiyms 

A. ACA - Administrative Costs Allowance 

B. ADS - Alternate Disbursement System (Peil Grants) 

C. AG! - Adjusted Gross Income 

CAN - Comnwi Acxountipg Number 

^' CW'S - College Work-Study program 

^' EFC - Expected Family Contribution 

^* - Financial Aid Administrator 

^* CSL - Guaranteed Student Loan program 

I. LTS - Loan Transaction Statement 

a. NDSL - National Direct Student Loan 

K. NPRM - Notice of proposed rulemaking 

L- RDS - Regular Disbursement System 

M. SAI - Student Aid Index g ^ j 

N. SAR - Student Aid Report 
Q C-2 
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D. 
E. 
F. 



SCR - School Confirmation Report 

SEOG - Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grant 

SEP - Statement of Educational Purpose 

SFA - Student Financial Assistance 
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